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Abstract -

. /

The overall objective of the Ccmpetency Based Training Project funded by
Special Education Programs vas to further validate the Teaching Skills
Inventory (TSI) and to assess 1ts utlllty as a basis for focusing and refining
procedures in training parents ‘to implement educational and t:her:ape‘.xt..c‘g

activities with- their handlcapped children.

r

Several. studles were done in order to accomplfgh these objectives.
Teachers and physical and occupational therapists were taught to use the TSI
to rate mothers' teaching skills. Professionals' skills were also assessed
with. the Inventory and found to be at criterion level, - Teachers then used the
Inventory in a study in which mothers were given. instruction’ .directed at the
content of the Inventory.” Mothers' skills showed szgnlflcant improvement over
the course of training. Two approaches (use of self-modeling versus the
‘standard technique) to training mothers were compared with a new population of
mothers. A trend favoring the self modeling technique was apparent, however,

in ‘this abbreviated tra1n1nq a SLgnlflcant lmprdvement in mothers skllls was
not found. o . :

Over the\bourse of tQ}s project the Inventory was revised twice. - The
initial version ¢f the TSI contained 18 rating and five .behavioral count
items.. The scale for the rating items was' seven points with all but points
2 and 5° defineéd with statements. The final version of the TSI contains nine
rating and four behaviorazl count items. Procedures for training persons to
use the rating scale are described.

Future dlrectlons for use of the scale for program evaluation of barent

mediated infant and preschool programs and for.research on parent training are
dlscussed in this report. ‘

Wanis
<
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. - . Ob]ectlve

The overall objectlve of thls project was to further validate the

~6

e .
Teachlng Skills Inventory (Rosenberg, Robinson, &,"Bell Note~l then titled ’

v Y B /

Parent Teachlng skills Checkllst) and to assess ‘its utlllty as a ba51s for

O, < b
- N 3

focuslng and refinlng procedures/ln tra;nlng parents o lmplement educatlonal
F‘ -~ 1

@

and therapeutlc agtivities with the1r handicapped chlldren.

¢ﬂ5‘f o Background and Rationale g T : °

bl AR

Most children . , grow to maturlty in fam;lles through an almost endless
\ .
sequence of exchanges /with thefr parents. It is in these intimate and

emotionally charged/famrly ‘groups thaL children develop their first and often

~

- most last1ng loyaltles, their primary language, the1r mapners, the1r mores,

]

&

and their ea/liest conceptlons of the phys;cal and soclal contexts in which
| L ! =

they'live.A Considering ‘the 1ncredible number and compl¢x1ty of/ldeas and

s that a child must master in order to develop hormally, it is quite

3

activiti
. i - . .o .
remarkable that one or two untrained adults can, with dinimal professional

inpat, usually provide an envzronment in which chlldren thrive. Of course,

-,

ot all chlldren thr1ve under the conditions that typlcally promote chlld
develOpment nor do all parents\seem ‘to be able to create an environment that

is conducive to chlld growth. Under these circnmstances professionals become
L}
more exten51vely involved -in Chlld care within an 1nd1v1dual family.

Hlstorlcally, educatlonal intervention to enhance child deveIopment was

commltted to the diréct treatment of the child. Professlonal interactions »

-

with the parents were often,qﬁite limited. Moredver,;research focused

primarily on the child's developmental needs and changes in the child's
/

behavior.. Over the past lS years, however, there has been. 1ncreas1ng
partlclpatlon of parents in treatment of their own chlldren:>spec1f1cally for -

problems of social- emot1o§al development {Berkowitz & Grazlano, 1972; o' Del1




N ot

1974; Tavormina, 1974y and for delays in intellectual development (Bricker,'

L970 Bristol & Gaglager, 1982; Bronfenbienner, l974, Radin, 1972 Shearer §

' Shearer, 1976; Stedman, Note 2 Weikert & Lambie, 1968; Welsh & Odum, 1981) ‘

v

- There Hhas also been increased inte*est in understanding the - impact of

parenting on child development (Bell, 1968 Clark-Stewart L1973, Freeberg &
. ¢ON ’
Payne; 1967; Hunt 1976) and the«impact of handicapped children on their

LS ’

caregivers (geckman-Bell 1981; Raméy, Beckman-Bell & Gowen, 19805

<
To a large extent, the ratjionale for the emphasis upon teachin@ parents

¢ L)

-

o

to work effectively With their handicappeo children came wzth the realization

: that the necessary number of profeSSionals trained to meet the educational and

|

treatment needs of children with handicaps was 1ot avail%ble (Sontag, Burke, &

York l97”), particularly as programs developed for inf?nts and toddlers.

P
Concern over what 1evels of professional involvement are &eaSible, both with

respect to program costs and availability of trained personnel has been

accompanied by a‘recognition, that. for infants and toddlers, the typical

4

-context for learning generally occurs in the home throqu interaction with’
family'members. Thus, our efforts toward developing intervnntions for young
handicapped children are gquided by the premise that the max1mum benefit of
,intervention for any handicapped child wil; come from a program which is i

-

mediated by parents and other family members. We feel that this assumption is
-~ »

Justified on the basis of literature regarding the long term effectiveness of

early intervention (Bronfenbrenner, 19751 Schaefer, Note 3) and on the . -

0

»philosophy that our obligation is not. Just to handicapped children but also to

their families. This assumption ‘recognizes that, in some cases, the

short~term costs of "a parent mediated orogram will be greatar than the costs

* ®

of a program that i implemented by profeSSionals. As a result, some may

argue against assisting families who are difficult to teach. It is our view
. Yy : E JR




i . “ .

that "this is an ektremely shortsighted analysis of the problem. The longfterm
3 ) ‘-,
emotional and financial costshgssooiated with a failure to prov:de aSSLStance

. to all families w1th a handicapped child can be ,immense. Consequently, we

’

argque that evep»marginal improvemenés in‘family and child functiOning are
likely:to be valuable over theblong“term. . R
’ Eualuation of Early Intervention Programs o ‘ ' )

n

As ip:ervention programs for young handicapped“children havé become: more .
' ) . . ‘ -

£

prevalent, the need for toolsito evaluate the effwuctiveness of specific

interventiq\\strategies have received 1ncreased attention (GaﬁgoodﬁlSBL,

s

. Sheehan, 1982).;: A, ijor point of focus . in the literature has been-.on the

J
-difficulty in asseSSLng‘the impact of ‘early 1ntervention on child development.

/ !

Spacifically, there has beenxincreasing disenohantment with IQ as a measure to’
evaluate the effects of intervention. As mora early intervention efforts have

been directed at the moderately and severely handlcapped“child,zlargely

[ -

through the Special Education Program Handicapped ‘Children's Early Educational
Program network, there has been even more dissatisfaction with existing norm

referenced, global measures as tools to assess effectiveness of intervention
. 3 P} i
! L 4

(Sheehan,wl982). 'The goal of intervention, @especially with children with
4 : . . B

moderate ;nd severe handicaps,'is likely to be a change in 'specific child

-

. behaviors .in the areas of communicatdon, motor, codnitive, and ‘social
F

development. IQ, for most of the children, does nqt provzde a sufficiently

focused description of chiid’ functioning. Thus, means for asseSSLng the

acco?plishment of this goal are likely to be criterion referenced assessments,
such as the Developmental Programming for Infant and Young Children (Schafar & f

Moersch,‘l977), the Meyer Children's Rehabilitation Institute'bhecklist

s .

Portage Project Checklist, and Learning Accomplishment Profile (Sanford \

1974), to name " just a few. TFor cnaldren With physical and: sensory handicaps,

. { -
’ . -
N .




" ) . - * * L
© even criterion referenced assessments may be. - inappropriate since the

necessary responses are not possible within their‘physical or sensory
& - .-

‘ capabilities (Robinson & Rdse, in press) For such children, procedu*es have

been developed to adapt.items in order to maintain consistent developmental

content and ‘to allow for the adjustment of required responses (DuBose &

¢ ! -

Robinson, Note 4; Haeusserman, 1958; Robingon & Robinson, 1978;. Robinson, in

. press; Krenzer, Note 5; Anderson, Krenzer, . &.. Robinson,_NotemGrTH—Thus,

i

AN
assessment of and procedures “for evalvating effectiveness of intervention%with .
-,

young childrer have' moveéd in the direction oﬁnmore.and more precise and
séecific behavioral measurements. This movement is very appropriate given

t..at the primary goal of intervention with a child is to‘produce change in the .

~child's behavior‘in specific developmental domains.

VY

“Parent'mediated intervention for young childten with'handicaps promotes
chilad growth by enhancing the capacity of caretakers to provide educational

and ‘habilitative environments for.children in the context of the child's own

home. Efforts to evaluate procedures for training parents to provide - home

a

educational programs have not been precise. Rather, the assumption has

~

frequently been that changes in parent skills and the capacity to provide

~

educationally habilitative enVironments will\be reflected in measured changes
3 N ¥

in child develnpment.” While such change in child oehaVior is certainly the

ultiméte critericn for’ judging the -ef‘ectiveness of parent- mediated

8 -

intervention, direct agsessments or child behavior are not likely to be

precise or prescriptive with respect to the strategies needed to refine

procedures for parent training. B o .

he are suggestihg that’the same strategies that have been applied tc the

G

development and refinement of specific instructtonal procedures for working:

with children (Bric er, 197Q) need to be applied to the development and




ref1nement of specific 1nstruct1onal technlques for tralnlng parents to work
with the1r own chlldren. In a manner that is similar to the trend toward

-

cr1ter1on referenced. assessments of changes in child behavxor, we are
squestlng competency based tra1n1nq proceoures for parents. Moreover, ‘these

procedures would be initiaily evdluated and ref1ned throuqh the use of an

\

assegsment of parent teaching skills, spec1f1cally the Teachlng Skills
Inventory (Rosenberqg, Rob' son, & Bell, Note l).

Pertlnent Literature on Parent-chlld Interactlon . _: ' )

. =

In*tﬁds review we wxll examine. the rationale for traznlng parents of
developmehtally delayed 1nfants 1n early\anterventzon~programs, review and
' compare models of parent-chlld 1nteract1on as thev relate - to chlld~
development, and report. on reséarch designed te evaluate the utility of
current parent-chil& interaction.hodels.as guides for developing parent
implemented early 1ntervent1on proqrams for developmentally delayed infants.
Currently, there are tWO major approaches to early 1ntervent1on. In one
approach, prOfesslonél intervention isg focused on the child in a day care,.
school, or cllnzc settlng (e g. Bricker § Bricker, l976; Heber & Dever, 1970; -
Robinson & Roblnson, 1978). 1In the other approach, professional intervention
is focused on the parent and the aim is to teach chlld rearlng skzlls that can
be used in the home to foster and ma1nta1n child development (e.qg., BromWichh )

P

1981; Karnes, Teska, Hodgins, & Badger, 1970; Shearer & Shearer, 1976; Weikert

& Lambie, 1968).

Research on the efflcacy of these two approaches in early 1ntervent1on

1nd1cates that day care and nursery school interventions result in short'term
\

1ntellectual gainsg but home-basad Programs which focus on parental child
\

rearlng skllls produce more endur1ng effects (Bronfenbrenner, 1975; Heber &

v

\ ,
.Garber, l97$, Haskzns, Flnkelstezn, & Stedman,’ 1978 Radin, 1972; Weikert &




Lambie, 1968). 1In his review of early irtervention researcﬁ, for example,

‘Bronfenbrenne; (1975) concluded that educational intdrvention during the first

-
-

three years is developmentally most profitable when it emphasizes mother-child

. / _ : J

interaction around activities designed to foster the child's development. In
; . AY

contrast, intellectual gains produced by presciicol "ci.ild-centered" programs

fade when the program is terminaﬁedr .This‘outcomé‘is attributed to home
sitdations wherein continued child learning and development are not supported
(Bronfegbrehner, 1975; Gray & Klaus, 1970;‘Scﬁaefer, Note 3). ConsequentlQ,

it is arqued that early intervention programs must provide the family with
o .
pParenting skills, motivation, and energy as well as developmentally

appropriate curricula (Bronfeﬁbrehner, 1975; schaefer, Note 3):.

-

Given that specificwparental skills are nééessary for continued child
b 1_3 P .

development, it is'not sutpﬁisihg that programs whiéh dolnot enh;nqe:the
-parérts’ capacity:to fogter and sustain thzir child's .development fail to
Produce gains which substantially autlast professional intervention.
Conversely,‘home-baqg& p;ogramé which focus ¢n pargnt-child'in;é:acgion in
specific lea?ninq situations agg'gctivit§es-make substantial gains which
endure fér years afteq;théx}ntefveﬁtion~is ended.

on the wholé, éherefore;lthe .evidence indicates that parernts can be
trained to modify their child's behavior with respect to'specific educational
Al . -

- 3

and deVg}dpmental objectives. There is; However, also evidence-that whi'e ¢

family-based intervention programs are generzlly successtul, even they ’

~

sometimes fail to produce lasting changes in child behavior and development
N . o . '

2

(Bromwich, 1981; Fraiberg, 1975). The origin of this variability is not well
~ understood and little systematic study has been devoted to explaining the

varying degrees‘of succegs and failure observed when individual parent~child

~

dyads are observed. Recént reviews of the parent mediated intervention -
/ ’ *

LS . -




o

literature contain few references to studies which attempt to account for the

infant and parent who do not perform well together.

A .

Models of_parent/child interaction. Equally unaVailable are alternative

b

procedures that are designed to.succeed where the standard‘ proaches have

failed. a possible point from which to begin the dons ruction of such
procedures lies in the already substantial literature on how parents interact

with their children. This literature indicates that a variety of interaction

%

patterns are conducive to accelerated child development in normal

parent-infant dyads. B In addition, _the study of infante who are

developmentally *at risk" indicates that interactions that occur between
. .

’ 24
parent and infant greatly affect the extent to which the child develops

\

normally (Sameroff & Chandler, 1975). The foregoing suggests that the

- ;

competence of both normal and "at wisk"“'nfants may be énhanced by certain

N

“,interaction patterns.' Therefore, there is great value in identifying growth

accelerating interaction patterns for use with less skillful mothers and .
L

handicapped infants. '\ . T '

\ w, - : EE
= \ -g.‘? t . .
'. At this time, however, the generalization of findings derived through

\ > tw

the study of relatively normal infant-mother pairs to dyads which h;ve
disabled infants has not been demonstrated> The problem, therefore, is to’

evaluate parent-infant interactrén within a parent mediated intervention

4

'program in order to determine the extent to which previously reported aspects

N

~of these interactions are related to, the development of disabled infants.

\\\\One way to interp?/t the, results of studies of parent-child interactionf
styles a _early intervention is that* childedevelopment outcomes in normal

n

children correspond to specific parental childrearing, caregiving, and

-~
-

teaching skills. Thus:\enaur g advances in child development will Occur when

early intervention




Generalizing this interpretation to development of»delayed infants, we propose
that child development'outcomes depend uporn explicit_p%rental skills and that

-more delayed infaits require more skilled parents to realize a given -

developmental outcome. The need for parents -of handicapped children to

develop greater skills -than parents of normal infqrts stems from the
_assumption ‘that disabled infants require more-refine program steps to learn.

EVidence that retarded children learn moretslowly/andarequire different

teaching skills is the basis for this assumption. Briefly, it can be said.

ythat they require a greater number of repetitions to learn (e.g., Zeaman &
i ' - .

3

House, 1963), require finer gradatiqns for learning to generalize from one
test Situation to another fgidman & Stoddard, 1966), and frequently, because
physical disabilities interfere with their ability to manipulate objects, they

.also require task modifications in order to permit them opportunities to learn

7

(Haeussermann, 1958; Robinson & Fieber, Note 7). Unfortunately, specific
/
facilitating parental skills have not been examined in detail For example,

Bradley and Caldwell (1976), in an effort to show how changes in infant mental

-~

test performance ‘accompany changes in the home enVironment, report "Mothers

N

uhOse infants improve in mental test performance not only* encourage and

'challenge the child to develop new skills but also prQVide the child with the

o

kinds of play materials needed for development " But the authors do

/

not describe how the mothers "encourage and challenge the child" nor how they

"select/and provide materials." - ,

S?@eral researchers have attempted to identify thercharacteristics of -
highly effective teaching‘strategies for handicapped children.>‘Results‘of1

recent studies support our a;gument that parents who are highly successful in

teaching handicapped children utilize teaching techniques that differ in some

A\ d

respects  from those used by parents of non-handicapped children, particularly
. . : o y Y *
Do . . . /- _ >

ry e R




in how the parent guides thecchild's responses in‘\\\le?rning situation.

A U
uémith, Filler, Bricker, Robinson, and VincentQSmith (Note 8) found that cue
placement'and limiting of choices in a match-to-sample learning task\ﬁere more’
.- eitensively used by teachers-and mothers when they were yorking with retarded
children than when these samevadults worked with nonfhandicapped children;
Filler (Note 9) found that'children.whose mothers‘structured tasks,

quided responses, and praised correct responses learned more rapidly than

children whose mothers used only praise for correct responses.“ This suggests,

—

once again, that developmentally disabled children—profit»from—skxllful

/
- coaching by their parents. As of yet neither long sequences of/parent-child

interchanées nor the strategies parents use to maintain child involvement in

//

and measures have been used in the study of the problem.

an activity has been studied._ In additioﬁ,-only limited,tasks,ﬂsituations,

In the present research, specific asoects of parent-child interaction in
families with developmentally delayed infants were studied\ Most
investigators have shared this approach to parent-child interaction. Each,
for eXample, would agree that the pattern of parent-child interaction
influenced in the course of child development and the development of
parent-child interaction must be a principal focus of early intervention
designed to foster and maintain child development; When_the investigators
differ, they differ in matters of detail, style, or emphasis bgz‘they do not

. i .
predict contrary outcomes nor are. they at cross-purposes.. The 'importance of
temporal aspects_of parent-child interactions, for example, appears in éell's
(1970) emphasis on rec1procal reinforcement, and Ainsworth's (1972) emphasgis
. ’

on maternal sensitivity: i.e,.each considers quick, contingent, differential.
maternal responses to- the details of child behavior a basic feature of
feffective parent-child.interaction, particularly'asvthat'ipteraction is:

T




v\ ‘ ’ . ’ ‘ ; -
related to child development outcome. °‘The various approaches, theréfore,‘can
) : B ‘T R - ; . .
be combined to provide a more ‘comprehensive evaluation of the' wdys iin which
. ® ’ . ) : f

particular features of pafentdchild interaction a?e related to ;child

- . . o j

develo ent. . : -

) \ initial work on parent teaching_style, - Our initial efforts§éb develop
« i

. ot . | :
an assessment of use with specific parental teaching strategies were based
. ?

upon the work of one of €the authors and her colleagues (PFiller & Bricker,

1976;, Filler, =1976; Robinson & Filler, Note 10; smith, Filler, pricker,

g ) ' : [

e i i
Robinson, & Vincent-Smith. Note 8). This work involved the. development and

3

: . . ' , !
modification of a parental teaching style~scale tﬁathreflected skillful use of -
reinforcement and learning‘principles. 'Specifically, some of these strategies

included' verbal instruftions containing spec1fic information, tetnxiques

utilizing limitations of choices, physical prompting and quidance;- verbal and °

A
physical positive féedback to0 correct responses; approx1mations of correct

) | ] : /
responses, and corrective feedback toiincorrect responses. Ratings of

videotaped seqments of mothers working With their children showed that it was
‘possible to rate with some reliability the frequency of these teaching

strategies on“the part of the mothers and the frequency of |correct,

approximation of correct, and incorrect responses on the part oﬂ the children.‘
. 1
'Such ratings, however, generally required three viewings of the tape in order

to reliably rate all categorie§ of behavior, thus, five min@ es of tape

i
required 20 .to 25 minutes of ratin ]time. The Situations in these studies all

'involved use of highly structure& test situations and thef range of

/

developmental levels of the chil7Een studied was over a span of about lS

months. |

/ ‘ R




Development of the Teaching Skills Inventory

¢ The studies carried out'in-rhisnproject ingolved the further~deVelopment
and validation of the Teaoning Skills Inventory (TSI). Tne Teao%ing Skills
Invenrory was developed as a;dependent measure to evaluate .the effectiveness
e
of 1nstruct1on provzded to parents regardlng developmentally approprlate
activities to be carried out with .their cnzldren. While the tﬁglcal dependent
variable in evaluatzon of such intervention programs is child progress in the‘
relevant domain of development, we felt that due to characteristics of our
population of infants;\one-thirdebeing children with ‘severe to,profoundl
handlcaps, child progress alone would - tend to underestlmate the actual
benefits of such 1nter%ention. We argued thatfa measure of change could be
the use Py parents of specific teaching sfrategies and ‘that such a neasure
would‘oe an importanr indication of the_effectiveness of an intervention
program. Initial.work on the TSI By the ingestigators involved specification
of items to be included in tne soalef colleogicn.of Videotape segments c.
parents working.with.their own children, training of raters'in,tne use of the
. X b . . .

sgple, rating of videotape segments, and analysis of results of ratings. This
werk was done under an 6ffice of Speoial,Educarion grant ritled rhe Parent

_Prediction Performance'Study II’(Robinson & Rosenberg,,yote 1;). Findings‘
from“the-WorkaindiCated'thar the TSI had good reliability and that it was
capable of detectzng changes in parents skills.

‘ Assumptzons -

Assumptzons made in developing items for ‘the skllls ratlng\system

E2

.

1ncluded. ’ . o ) ‘
- -

) _
~ (1) Necessity of a developmental match. The first assumption,

7
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A

teaching situation to occur. This assumption was primarily'based upon the

work of Huht (1965), who has written about the "problem of the match" and its
A

relationship to intrinsic motivation. - We were assuming that selection of

\

objectives to be taught and the activities usged as the context for teaching
wthese ebjectiVes should be based upon the child's current developmental level.-

We also assumed that the objéctives should represent a new,level of difficulty
that is manageable for the children in a fairly short period. The items on

o -
the scale whose inclusion was‘éuided by this agsumption are: )
/ . : .
Developmental appropriateness of nonverbal instruction. The maternal

behaviors rated within"this category include 'the ‘use hof gestures and
demonstrations as a means of communicating‘to the:child what he isﬁsupposed to-
do. The rater is asked to make‘a judgment based'upon knowledge of the child's’
developmental 'level as tq, whether such gestures and -nonverbal -cues are

understandable 3nd; consequently, can be considered functional for the child.

Changes task. This item is related to the problemvof the match

assumption since we feel that a deciSion to switch from one task to another in

<

a teachinq Situation with an infant toddler, or preschooler should be related
to a child's expression of interest in the task at hand. If a child is

playing with a toy in what for him, is a reasonably complex manner, it is not

N

appropriate to change the task to something else abruptly Simply because the
teacher or parent has another agenda in mind. However, if the child's play

has become exceSSively repetitive or he demonstrates loss of interest, it is

.

appropriate to change.

-

" Conversion of child behavior into.a more complex behavior. In;order to

‘make this judgment,.the rater looks for evidegﬁe_that the mother utilizes
-opportunities to challenge her child to perform more complex activities. For
example, if:a child is demonstratinq functional use of an object such as a

M . . - ¥ <
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cup, she'might present a doll and encourage the child to extend functional use
to a more conblex situation. ‘Thisfiten follows from the assumption on the
necessity'fo;;a match between child developmenta%'level and a Jchallenge," in .
that the context for a challenge is'a situation which builds‘upon the child's

-

current expression of interest and skill.

i

A task's developmental appropriateness. In this item the rater is asked .

' :

to determine whether the tasks selected by the parent are accurately matched
the child's developmental level.' This, of course, necessitates. Some

familiarity on the rater's part with\\he child's level of developmental .A7

functioning, information which is Jgﬁilagie to both the parent and the rater.'

The degree to whi¢h the ohlectives of tasks presented by the_parent are
. 7 .

apparent to the rater., 1In this item the.rater is asked to judge whether the.
tasks the parent presents,appé&J\to have an objective or focus. This is

interpreted very broadly since an objective may involve simply’ having’ the

‘

child look at or visually track an object.

N Cogplexztx;of responses for child's developmental level. This. item

involves a: Judgment by the rater as to whether the chifd's behaVior reflects

-~ \
responses at a level of complexity that suggests that the child has been
presented a nmnageable challenge,and that;*in responding, he has met that €
challenge. '

(2) Respo sivity.‘ bur second assuﬁption reqarding effective.teaching
strateqies reiztes parintal responsivity and sensitivity to the child's
interest and affective state at a given time. We are a. uming that, for
optimal interactions, the parent's»behavior 'should evidence awareness of the
_child's interest and state at a given time. This awareness is.denonstrated
through>adjustments in the structnre‘and content of a teaching session to the :

ichild's interest and state. Considerable evidence has accumulated to/show

. B




that responsivity and sensitivity are characteristics of competent parents.

The items which relate tolthis assumption include: . *
- .

Discrete versus unstructured session. The extremes in this dimension,

-

highly structured arrangement and sequence of tasks versugs free flowing

develdpmen relates.in part to stylistic differehces. Ideally we see the
need for a sensitive balance between structured situations, where the parent
has A specific agenda to accomplish and more free flowing sutuations, where
the parent takes cues from the child's behavior fh response to opportunities.

for expanding tasks and task requirements. "
Tracking. In this item the rater is asked to judge how responsive the
parent is to the child's mood. Implicit within thas rating is a judgment as

to whether the parent is appropriately responsive. For example, a child may
? .‘~ .

begin to give cues that he is becoming bored with a particular task; in such
cases. if the. parent changes the’ task, ideally before a confrontation occurs,
then the parent would be considered to exhibit appropriate responSiVLty to thet
child. Inappropriate responsivity ‘would include allowing the child to. "

-entirely dictate’ the content of a session in a negative'manner, and making no
new demands on him becausge he refuses new materials. Alternatively, Complete

unresponsiVity to c¢hild's interests and moods would be illustrated by

. persisting with a task that the child does .not like and perhaps using

: restraint and physical Guidance as a means for eliciting on-task behaVior,

/ AY

3) Active'versus Passive Responding. The third assumption that we made

in developing items for tffis scale was that the most appropriate strateay fpa

. teaching a young child cons stsaof arranginq situations to maximize active

'

trial-and-error exploration rather than guided performance on tpe part of the
child This principle applies particularly to tasks when any one bf sever !

approaches might be successful,‘so a parent has the-freedom to let the child

~ . . P L2
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5
discover his own way of accomplishing the task. An example might be the uSe
of a string attached to a toy as a tool to get the toy. The task is to get
the toy: the child could pull the string hand-over-hand or perhaps pull once

«

on the string by extending his arm backwards, thus bringing the toy closer.

i [

Either strategy will vork and the child may discover his own best approach. .
. v _ - -
~.We feel that allowing exploration is especially. important with infants and
» . / . . . 1
- toddlers who generally resist attempts to physically gquide them through

activities. -

Modification of task. This item involves a judgment'as to whether the °»

parent modifies tasks in ways that aSSist the child s accomplishmeqt ir

‘appropriate situations. An example of this strategy can be seen in a motor
. ol

imitation task. The rater would note whether the parent changed the modeled

< o

-behavior‘to one the qhild has performed when efforts to elicit 1mitation,of a

Al

novel behavior are unsuccessful. Thus, the shaping’strategy is one cf

adﬂusting task requirements rather than physically guiding the child ‘through a .

- . -‘_' ‘ -

behavior. . e .

: o Y :
A . e : [y
(4) - Appropriate Language Input. Our fourth assumption was guided by

literature documenting the relationship of the parent s language input to. the o

child that is informative and responsive to the child's developmental level

.
)

-and language abilities. Ramey, Farran, Campbell, and Finkelstein (Note 12) -

-

summarize literature on ”intellec;ual development and . mother-infant
interactions" that*highlights'findings regarding the influence of maternal
blanguaqe behavior on cognitive and language deveiopment in infants. Thev find
the type of input that appears to be important varies ;ith the child'slage} “

\
althougn the one characteristic of maternal: behavior that remains durable is

T

whether the mother s verbal behavior is responSive to the child's verbal and )
. -
nonvarbal behavior. Also importanteis the consistency between the mother's’

. . 0
. ' : .
- »



verbal and nonverbal messages to the child. Moreover, the content of a,

.

mother's communication must be informative. :Fhis literature influenced cur

. N
inclusion of the follcwing'.items'as part of, a total constellation of important
teaching skills.

. ¢

' |
v

-

, » Clarity of content of verbal instructions. AIn this item, the rater is

nv;,‘ - L
asked to judge whether the verbal instructions giVen to the child provide

.

information that contributes to task solution. Identification of this factor
: [ - .

o

.

. L R - v »
initially came from\our results with the Parent Tea%hing Style Scale (Robinson .

) i .
& Filler, Note 10) and subsequent work by Filler (Note 9) .. In these studies,
/ . - ‘ . /, £
note was made of the high frequency of verbal instruction given by mothers
A

4

with the ratio of mother verbalization to child/response trequently of the
/

'magnitude of 20 tol (Robinson & Filler, 1972 Note lO Smith 1973, et al.,
. P[o.
Note 8). On‘the.basis_of this initial findinngiller, in his dissertation,

1]

decided to. make a distinction between verbal 1nstructions that contained

4

specific information, such as place the elephant with the other elephant "-

“versus a noninformative direction such as “do it, do it, do it." (; '
/ .
Ramey, Farran, Campbell and Finkelstein (Note 12), report studies by
\ / \
: Nelson (1973)- and others who found that a; maternal linquistic style that

@

utilized 'ore questions and informative talk than imperatives facilitated

ot

language evelorment. Thus,tratinq the content of instructions consistently

Clear on this item would reflect 'a judgment that the instruction highlighted
/

-

task requirements by proVidxng relevant/information, such as-"the red balls go
/
.together in this box," or "let's put the sock on the doll's foot."

' DevelopmentalAappropriateness-of verbal instructions. In this item, the

. rater is_required to judce‘whether verbal'instrucéions'are developmentally ~

appropriate. The rationale for this item is that verbal instructions that are




-ﬁ. o 4 -1
not’ understandable to the child are not functional as 1nstruct1ons and, :

Y s

consequently, not functlonal as a teach1ng strategqgy.

I

: ‘Wé) Aggrgpriate Use of Behavior Shaplng Strategies. *The £ifth

N

. s BN

assumption made regarding teaching'strategies conicerns the use of behavior
0 E -

4 A . L .
shaping strategies, sich ag use of physical guidance, prompting, and modeling.

We are suggesting that the use of such strategies must be selective and based

.
&

upon.observation of child behavior. .Thus, while physical guidance is a useful

N

strategy,\gj used Lnapproprlately it can be more dlsruptlve than facllltatlve

of child responses. Generally, we f1nd physzcal prompts or guldance to be

»
in reSponses than generatlng n:&

a

more effectlve in ach&eVLng ‘refinement
behaviors. quzexample, the child may be assisted to turn the form to fit it
: . . F ’ o . A

into the :ghape box afterkhe has already selectedlthé correct location for the

: Ed . ‘e
shape. The. items that-reflect Use of behavior shapind strategies include:
KR o - .

Phy51ca1 guldance and prompts~ Appropriate choice'of uhen'to use

~

S . ’ . -
QhYSLcal guldanee and‘prompts when there are opportunltles. In thls 1tem, the
..\ - %
. rater is asked to declde whether the parent uses phySLcal promptlng, such as

- 1

refiuning the typographﬁ of a chlld‘s response, when such opportun1t1es occur.

I
Prompts or guldance- How effectlve when used? This item follows item

»
' - /

seven in that the rater is asked to judge whether, inen the occasion of

approprlate 51tuat1ons for use of prompts or guldan:e, the parent makes use of

N .

these.opportunities in ways that assist the child, or in ways that lntrude e

upon the child's active responding. -

-
-

Modeling, pointing. In this: item, the rater is asked to judge whether

;,the parent makes appropriate use of modeling or pointing as ~ teaching
. .

strategy in appropriate situations. Implicit in this judqnent is the
assumption that the child must have shown at least the beginmings of imitation

for modeling to be a useful strategy and that'he should be responding to som§/

- -
. » s
~ ) -

171‘ » [»




v -

very simple gestures, such as'extending arms when'motner moves to lift the

child, in order'for pointing to be a functionai Cue.. N 3
(6) Eeedback. The szxth;assumptlon relates to the use of feedbaqx. . In

general, learning 11terature and chlldadevelopmentfllterature support the

assumptzonfthat knowledge of results and information regarding how to correct

incorrect responses facilitates learning of new behaviors. Theljudgments
[~ * ) .

relating specifically to the use of feedback includé:
. o ; .

- Intelligibility of feedback; Twﬂen\uSed. In this item, the rater judges
° ' T S b

. ’ [y - h . ',
whether the verbal content of the fee ck that-the parent gives to the child

1

is unambigquous, consistent,. and developmentally approprlate._“Selection of
: - : T t T —

these chafad%eristics was based upon the Jiterature regarding the importance ,

of maternal Verbal-input.‘ In making sucn a judgment the rater would listen
for phrases such as, "That's right, you put the block in the cup," as feedback
that is both unamblguous and 1nformat1Ve. ‘An example of amblguous ra\?back
might be a phrase such as, "Well I quess so, but I think it was an accident.”
Again, a judgmen; is nade on wheﬁher @he content of the feedback is at a
linguistic level that is likely‘fo be neaningful to the child.

‘Y Non~verba£\feedback In this item, the rater is asked to judge whether

s

nonverbgl communications, 1nclud1ng physleal gestures such as pattlng and

-
™ o~

hugging, facial expressions, and tone of voice, support or are conSLStent with
)

--the -~ erbal1§eedback, One wouLd look for smiling and physical caressgand/or an

enthusiastic positive tone to support verbal statements that the child is

gorrest. Alternatively, when the verbal content of the feedback, is «

corrective, such as "No, the round block goes in the round hole," ,one would

expect to hear a tone and see a facial expression that support this corrective
| ' : ’

feedback. B 1 SR -

18




Feedback appropriateness. In addition to making judgments, the rater is

asked to keep five specific frequency counts when observing a tape. These

\

counts'includez number of tasks presented, frequency of positive feedback, .

frequency of corrective feedback on the mother’s part, frequency of correct

-
0

reéponses and approximationé of correct, responses,_ and frequency of incorrect

or avoidant responses on the child's part. The appropriateness of faedback

is judged on the basis of the ratio of positive feedback to correct responses
| B ) n N |

and the ratio of corrective feedback to incorrect responses. For children who

are quite young and who are learning new responses, we are assuming that the.

‘
-

ratio should be close to one feedback per cne response. Exceptions would be
tnose instances in which the child is‘{mrking well in a faniliar task and so
;equiree little feedback. o

 %Table 1 contains a summéry of these assumptions and corresponding items
from Version I of the Inventory. The several vefsione of the Inventory used

in the studies reported here may be\ found in Appendix A.

) LN - 1
Initial Findings - version I - Teaching Skills Inven;oﬁyz Voo

3

\. Sdbjectb. The initial version of the PSI was developed in the Parent

Performance Prediction Study II. Subjects who part1c1pated in the 1n1t1al

.

»

development of the Teachlng Skills Inventory included 55 parent-chlld dyads

from the total p0pulat1on of infants and parents enrolled in the Infant

Development Program at Meyer Children's Rehabilitetion Institute during the

period from September 1976 co August ,1977. Efforts were made to include as

many parents and children as possible who attended on a regular basis at least

/
two thirds of thelr total scheduled visits.. Only one parent refused to

" participate in this study. Chlldren nd parents included individuals who -

- %

represented the fﬁil“?ange\of characteristics of children ang'pagents‘enfolleg

in the Infant Program. cChildren ranged in chronological age from several
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1. Necessity of a developmental 4.
match , . .
A 10.
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.

3. Active versus passive responding 1l.
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: 16.
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Summary of Assumptions and Items Relating to Eaéh Assumption

Itens N
developmental appropriateness of
nonverbal instrug¢tion
changes task
conversion to more complex
developmental appropriateness of
task
clarlty of task objectlve

camplexzty of child respcnses

A
discrete versus unstructured
tracking

medification of task -

clarity of content-verbal
instruction
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appropriate use of quldance and

prompts
effectiveness of p & g when used

modeling, pointing

intelligibility of feedback

" use of nonverbal feedback
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months to three years and had developmental delays ranging from those witlr
. . P _ o , K S .
mild to those with severe and profound handicapping conditions. . Parents

varied in age, educational background, and“number"of children;

Procedure. ‘pata;for this study were derived from&videotape recordings of
parentéchild teaching.sessions.. Taping sessions’ were ™ divided into three
segments. First parents were asked to interact with their children in a
.mahner that ‘was the same or similar to the way they had been_carrying:out
Infant'bevelopment~Program activities at home. ~This tape-segment'lasted-for///
four minutes. The taping of interactions was observed by the tether assigned -

- to that family. During the second segment of tape teachersg comme ted on their \
'obserVations and, where needed offered suggestions for enhancin the parent s
teaching effectiveness. This segment usually lasted between fjve and ten
minutes. The teacher then 1eft the room and the parent and child were taped

~while they intera'ted for another four minutes. The present discussion is

e \

based on 'analys { of the first and third segments of theSe tapes. This~taping\

procedure wa repeated three months later for a second tape with 55

° !

parent-child dyads .and . repeated againmthree months later With 23 of the»

original 55 parentechild dyads.

alxsis o h : .

Item reliability. Parent'infantateaching skills were assessed through

o
the use of the TSI. This scale Was composed of 23 items, 18 of which were 7
- -y
" point rating items while the remaining five were behavior counts. Analysis

wts, carried ‘out on 268 videotaped segments of four minutes each. Our initial
» . ‘ . . . ) r . -
efforts were directed toward assessipg the reliability and ‘factor structure of

-
.

the inve: -
Interrater reliability was assessed by use of Pearson product-moment=

correlations. These correlations are presented in .Table 2. Reliability checks




were obtained on 45 pefcent of the tapes. The average interrater reliability

was .75 for rating scale items and .81 for behavior count items. Behavior

I3
~

freQuency counts and skill rating items were analyzed seéarately.

: Table 2

! Interrater ReliabilitY on Version I

of the TSI
Item" Description _ ' ® - Correlation
/) ’ RS

i(/ Session, structﬁre versus ungtructure ’ .72

2. Ssession, tracking o - ; a7

3. Appropriaééﬁésé of verbal instruction, ’ < .78

4, Appropriéteness of nbn-vefbal instruction YA

5. Clérity‘of verbal ipstruction ' . . ~.70

6. Clarity of non-verbal instruction | .82

7. Use of prompts - .73

8. Effectivenessaof prompts £ . .84 _

9. Modeling, pointing h B : .82

10. Parent'changes task | i ,6;

11. Parent modifies task ' | ' ) .83

12. Conversion to more .complex behavior .77 ' .

13. N positive feedback - ' .81
14. N corrective feedback o g : 79

15. Feedback intelligibility ' s .70

16. Non-verbal communication ' o .68

17. Feedback appropriateness fe S ,75
=18, N tasks prgsénted . S v .82
-19. N correct responses : L ' .8

20. .N incorrect child responses‘ ' - .7

21. Appropriateness of task ' ) e | *..71

22, Clarity of task opjective 77

23. Child response complexity. T .73 o f .
. ' . - - e — +
Average Pearson product-moment correla;ion , .75




Internal consistency. The overall internal oSHETSEengy for the 18 rating

items was assessed and found to be satisfactory. The coefficient alpha for
the scale of all 18 items was .96, HOWever) the 1tem-total correlatlon for.
item one, a rating of ‘the structure of the sessLOn (the only 1tem in whxch
the optimal rat1nq~was at the m1dpo1nt rather than the extreme), was .25.
. Consequently, this item was separated from the other items'that formed the
inventory for purposes of data.analysis. o : . v

Factor structure.' A factor analySLs of the 18 rat1ng items was done and

four factors were obtalned .However, further analyse of the factor structure
showed that it was not reproducible across separate data sets. Consequently,
the items have been organized .conceptually in the more recent versions‘of the -

TSI,

Ana_ysis'of stabili;y‘of parent p;rformance.' The. TSI was also used tos

" assess changes in parent _teaching skllls. In thls study, ten items hav1ng hth
'-Ltem-total correlatlons were selected to form a scale. This tenzitem soale
" had a coeff:Lc:Leﬁt alpha of .95. The items were 2,3, 5, 6, 8, 10, 11, 12, 15,
.and 17. Twenty-three of the dyads were v1deotaped four months after-the
* initial taping. A 2 (first tape vs. last tape) by 2 (f1rst.vs. th1rd segment
. of tape) analysis of variance w;th repeated measures was,conducted on the
arithmetio'Sums of the ten'items. A signifioant improvement in parent
performance was found between the initial and f1nal tapings, {F (1,22) = 4.30,
_p'<.05). A s1gn1ficant improvement between the first and th1rd tape seqments
was—also found,j(F,(l,22) ;_18.23,.2 (-.OOl). Overall. these results sugqest
that the mothers' skills increased immedlately after observ1ng/a teacher work
© with the1r children and over the four month ‘period of 1nvo1vement in the
study. Finally, a strong but not slgnlflcant ‘interaction befdeen _tape seqment

and taping was algo observed, (E (l 22) = 3 93 B < .06). -As can be .seen in

23 .
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" Table 3, the 1mprovement in parent performance obserVed ln the third segment

diminishes from the first to f1nal tap1ng. Apparently, as parental skills

. Ca

improve, the impadt of ‘any. one 1nstance of tra1n1ng by a teacher diminishes. -

/

g |
. . : ' P
) Lo .Table 3 l! :
|

Means and Standard DeGIatlons for Tapes Rated,u51ng Version I
. L]

Means* | s.D.*
Initial Tape ' Segment 1. 52.1 | 10.0
. Segment 3 . 55.3. 8.0
Final Tape © Segment 1 57.3 | 12.2 ‘
. Segment 3 _ 57.5 | 12.9 '

* N=23 ' . ‘ i

p '.The results of this analysis indicated that‘the Teaching Skills Inventory
could successfully discriminate differences in parent performance that arose

over time. These’resulté»AIso suggested.that further  investigation of the
. T ,

Teaching Skills Inventory's/use as' a teaching and research tool was warranted.

-

In addition, we had. found that the inventory as easily and quickly

¢

administered. Wlth it the results of an obserVatiOn were readily 1nterpreted
and area® in whzéh parent teaching competenc1e§ could be enhanced were .

' 1dent1f1ed S )
! -

Followlng the initial analySLs of tape fratlngs from the Parent

Version II Teaching Skills Inventory

'Performance Predictlon Study II, -a study was proposed and funded &hrough

University of Nebraska seed funds for further development of the TSI. That
study 1nvolved.tra1n1ng professionals who wer7 not, involvedzéith the initial
development of the scale to do ratings. Based upon experzence tra1n1ng the
£itst group of five professzonals, some chandes were made in the Inventory.

Some problems in communicating the basis for ;heiratlngs became evident in our



training of staff who were less familiar than we were with_the'inventory. -

The two non-verbal antecedent itegs were combined into one itgm. The count of
2 O . . : » -
' child avoidance responses was deleted. The use of the physzcalAguldance item -
. j ’ N

\ - : J.«

was deleted and a'use of modeliqggitem was addedi The complex of child's

response item was deleted and replaced with child's interest in activi The:
Xesponse ésl.

. hon-verbal feedback item was rewritten in otder to clarify the item. Based‘

upon more extensive analysis of the original data collected during the Parent’
Performahce'?rediction Study If, the four factors geherated through factor
analysis were discarded'ih favor of grouping the items into five conceptual
areaéz (l) structure of the teaching situation; (2) events occﬁrring prior to
or:concurrent with task Presentation; (3) events occurrlnq after task
presentation; (4) feedback given to- ch;ld after he responds to the task and
(S) child interest in actlvity. This fifth aspect of the grale required-the
rater to evaluate the quality of the chlldbs responses on a dlmenSLon ‘of
complexity with‘reference to the child's developmeptal,age._ Feedback from the
.secohd group trained to:use the Inventory'suqqested that}the conceptual

-

lgrouplng facilitated tralnlng in use of ‘the Inventory._ In Table 4 the

conceptual dlmenSLons of Vers1on II of the Inventory with the acccmpanylng

item numbers are presented. ) - o . ' -

Internal cons;stency - Version II. Coefficient alpha was *computed for 13

of the.lS ratiné‘items oh.Version II of the TSI. .Two rating items, Structure

of the sess1on and chlld‘s lnterest, were "not 1ncluded in computatlon of
coefflclent alpha. The former was, excluded because the seven po1nt scale was
. different for this item, the midpoint was considered to be the most pbsitive

rating, and the two extremes were viewed as equally negative in value. The

latter was excluded because the item is conceptually different from the cther



o~ | . Tabled B «
\ B
Version II of the TSI Conceptual Areas

Area : Scale Item Numbers
I. structure of Teaching-Situation ‘ . 1,2 °
.II. Antecedents Techniques 3,4,5,6,7
III. shaping Techniques o 8,9,10,ll 12
IV. Feedback. : o 15,16
V. Child Responses ‘ : o ) 19
Total Number of Rating Items 15
Y ) ’ sy
VI. Behavior Counts ' -
No. of instances of positive feedback : 13
N Ne. of instances of corrective feedback 14
No. of tasks presented . ' C 17
No. of correct responses o 18

.

v

Total Number of. Counts 4
items in that it is not a measure of mother's performance. Coefficient alpha
for the 13 items based upon 23 cases wes'f96."

-InterratervreliabilitgA- Version II. - Interrater reliability for scale

items was computed as a percentage of agreement betwean two independent
raters on each 7-point scale. Each point of ciscrepancyfin a 7-point rating

2

was converted numerically to 14. For example, if one rater scored an item as

6 and the other rater Scored an itam as S, the ag:eement would be 86%.

Interrater relieLility ratings were obtained on 9Q percant of the 143 tapes in
which Version II uged. Reliability on individual items‘renqed from 83 to
89 percent AVera::lzgreement for the b4 giing items was 85.8 percent. Table
S contains a listinq of the item-by-item avarage interrater reliability for

~

this version of the Inventory. yoT



Table 5

Interrater Reliability on Version II-

Q

Item Title. o " Reliability * \)
1. Discrate Strudture ' 83 .
2. Tracking ) _ . _ - 89
3. Clarity. of Task Objective C 88’
. 4. Task Developmental Appropriatentss 88 - oy
5. Non-Verbal Task Antecedent ) /'f" 88
6.‘CI§r1ty Verbal N S - 88 U
~ 7. Developmental Approprlateness Verbal Instructron 85 * .
8. Effectiveness of Guidanceé and Prompts N _83 .
9. Modeling i : : g . 85
10. Changes Task - - - ’ -7 86
1l. Modification of. Task : . - 8%
12. Conversion of Child Behavior - * : -, B4
13. Use of Non-Verbal Feedback - : 87
14. Appropriateness of Feedback' - { a3 v
15, Child's Interest in Task : 85 “
Average interrater reliability 85.8"
: g . A .
* Calculated by percent agreement method - ) N 5

Version III - Teaoning_gkills inventory

'The.finel vereion of the ?eaching-Skilis-Inventory; (see Appenoix B
‘for manual), contains nine items which eddrees the following areas: '(1{.'
:structure of the interaction (25"senoitiVity to. the, cnild;;(3)' basiof
instructional skills, (4) feedback, and, (5) child responses. .the final

-

version of the Inventory reflects the same basic assumptions recarding

~ instructicnal skills as thé first and Second versions. The reduction in:

-number of items came about based upen feedback frem the professzonals who
rece1ved tra,ninqezn the use of the Inventory. There was general agreement

o N~
among the teachers wno received tra1n1ng in the use of the two earller

'ver31ons of the Inventory that iﬁ was dlfflcult to dlfferentlate among. some’ of

the scale items. Thls dlfflculty centered primarlly around a perceptlon on

s

tne teacher's part that a mother s level of skill on some 1tems was hlgnly

qonslstent with her level “af sk;ll on another item. For example; in the £4rst

: .' l. ’ ‘ 27, ) R . '




,version of the scale, a distinction was~made hé%ween clarity of’v%rbal and *

. non-verbal instructional content as well as developmental approoriateness of

vérbal and non-verbal instruction. In the final verSion only the develop-

\ <

mental appropriateness items were retaihed.

G
-—

The conceptual organization of the scale was modified so that antecedents
) N . -
- and shaping-were combined to form instructional skills." The compoqents of the

A

conceptual factoréof structure from Vérsion 11, adult versus child initiation

»

and tracking, were separated. Feedback remained essentially the same, as did

the information recorded about the child's responses.

Interrater reliability between eight‘teachersyand‘the'standard rater, -

0

with each teacher rating from four to seven tapes, was assessed for Version

.

III of the Inventory. Interrater rellablllgleg were calculated by computing
parcentage of agreement between the two raters' ratings of each item.. Ave: 7e’

_interrater agreement between the eight pairs of raters, a standard rater with

o

each’of the'teachers, is presented in Table 6.
Table 6 B

Interrater Reliability on Version III

- . ,l, Aﬁg. Percent avg. Pdint

. Item Title" - Agreement Difference
1. Structure , : 87 .93
2. Tracking . R : " 88 3 .86
3. Clarity of Objectives 87 ' 93%
4. Develop Appropriatcness of Act1Vities .. 92 .57
5. Appropriateness of Verbal Instruction ' .7+ 90 .1
6. Appropriateness of Non-Verbal Instzruction - 85 . 1.17 .
7. Rdjustment of Activity Complexity ‘ Ve 89 o - .79
8. Appropriateness of Feedback ) _ 86 1.00 )
9. Child Participation in Interaction . 94 .43 .

Total Average Percent Agreement : 88.66
) 3

In Table o the items and their corresponding numbers;across all three

©

versions of the Inventory are presented




" Table 7

Cross Reference of Items Across All Versions of the TSI

, Item Numbers
Item Tjtle - Version 1 Version 2 Version 3
, } ’ A .
oScale Items . - - .o R o
structure | 1 L 1, 1
tracking | 2 2 ) 2
developmarit appropriateness of v BN e e aE
verbal instruction ' . 3 B 7 .. . 5
developmerit appropriazeness of o ' E
- noh=verbal instructio 4 ° - ' 5 6
instructi¢n content cﬂarity . '
verbal - | . ) 5 S -6
instruction content Clarity S A : . .
non-verbal - 6 ' ' . "
prompt guzde«aapropriaueness - . , '
~utilizatica . 7 .
prompt guide-effactiveness 8 ’ v 8
modeling pointing - : e o 9 R
parent changes task _ " - 10 T 3 :
parent ncdifies task . 11 ' 11 = 7
convezsion t9 more complex 12 12
. feedback intelligibility ‘ 15 : '
acn-+- -jal. cumrunication ' 16 . "7 15
fe-ddack _appropriateness “ 17 » 16 —=. .. 11
developmant 4pm'ogr14teness of . : R L
task ~ 21 ' 4 4
clarity of task objective i 22 - ] 3 ° i 3
-complexity of child respunse - . 23 . : . e .
child ‘interest/participation N 19 T 14
_Total number of scale items 18 g 15 \ 9
Counts
'.No.~9051tive feedback - i 13 . : .13 . 9
No. correct feedback' T 14 14 10
No. tasks presented - 18- - . 17 212
No. correct responses 19 ~ 18 ’ & 13
No. incorrect child respo-.ses : 20 T
Total numbeg of counts - . . 5 4 - 4

,, ’ /




o Study I .

Part A: Training of Infant Teachers

Objective ’

The . overall objective of the first study was to further develop the

<

‘Teaching Skills Inventory as a tool for appraising teaching competencies, for

identifying deficienci@s in teaching competencies to be remediateg, as .well as .
for assessing the eqfects of remediali efforts. G1ven that the Inventory

p\pe::mltsr. documentatloh of the d1mens1ons of parent skills and child learnlng,
the flrst step prlor to u§1ng ltlFo tra1n parents was to demonstrate that the

. t

'teacbers themselves displayed thejnecessazz,teachlng competencles described

for the parents. /

Method

Subjects.‘/Profession 1l staff from Meyer Children's éehabilitation-
Institute participated in this study.“ They included nlne teachers from: the

infant development Program, as well\as‘seven'physical and oétupational

"therapists. Each of the infant Progr teachers was responslble for working
. with up to lo parents and thelr hand capped infants on a weekly bas1$. The
teachers were’ trained in two separa groups as new staff Jolned the Infant
Program. The first group of five teachers was tra1ned in the first vers1on of
the Inventory. The: second group of four teachers was tra;ned w;th Vers;on II.
Each of the Infant Program teﬁchers had at least four years experlence in .
working w1th chlldren functl ning developmentally within the first two years
of ‘life, at the time of tr 1n1ng. Although each.- tedcher's background was
'relevant to the education of chlldren with hand;caps, the extent and nature of

their formal educatlon v rled These varied backgrounds included phys;cal
therapy, psychology, spefial educat;on, and human development. The extent of

formal training lnclude persqps with bachelor s and master's degrees. All the




therapists were registered in either physical or Gccupational therapy. Two
[

) [

had master's degrees. The other three therapists were worRing on master's
. . N : )

degrees. All were proéessionally involved in the eualuation and provision
of physical or occupational therapy to handicapped children. The majoritY‘of
their“cases involved instruction of‘parents_in activities to be carried'out at
home with their children.

The approaches used by these teachers and therapists in teaching parents
to work with their own children varied, depending on therr own backgrourds,

the nature of ‘an infant's dlsablllty, and their perceptlons of what knowledge

each parent needed and the way that parent learned best.
- .
Procedure. Two types of baseline data were collected. The first type
/
included two baseline videotapes. for each participating staff member w1th

parent-infant dyads from their caseload. Tapes were structured so as to

Bl . R

| reco?d the parent and child interacting for five minutes. Then the teacher or
therapist offered the parent suggestions and/or demonstrated techniques for

orking with that child on ‘the basis of what was observed in the parent-child

.

teractions. This segment lasted up to an additional 10 minutes. The tape of

each staff member's teaching suggestions was reviewed by a research assistant.

The number of times the teacher offered the parent.feedback regarding a skill
or technique included’in.the inventory was classified according to the four
co ceptual categories on Version ITI of the. Inventory Those categories
inc uded (1) structure, (2).sensit1v1ty, 3) instructional techniques, and
(4) feedback. Baseline performance tapes of staff members working with

- children were also collected. These tapes included a five minute segment of
the | teacher or therapist working directly with individual children. This‘

provided baseline performance for the staff with respect to the skills

represented on the Teaching Skills Inventory:

& v E};J —




Training tedchers and ‘therapists took‘place in three separate groups.

The first was a group of infant teachers, the second and third groups included

both physical and occupational therapists and teachers. Training was provided
to the staff in groups for each of the three'training phases. 'jjfining of the

initial group of teachers was provided by the investigators using Version I of
A : \ , '
the‘inventori. This training focused upon one factor (of the four factors-

derived through factor analysis) at a time. The trainiﬁg of the.secohd and

third groups was done primarily by the research assistant on the project. The
.. . " - N . !
second group received training on Version II of the Inventory with the overall

training time shortened since the Inventory had by that time been reduced and

~

the factors organized conceptually. By the third group it was possible to

train experienced teachers and therapists to reliably rate tapes using the TSI

in approximately four hours time.,

Training Group I (Teacher'Traininq). Baseline- to follow-up for the

training study of this version was three to six months, dependlnq upon the

case sche@ule of the 1nd1v1dual teacher. Teachers received two hours of

discussion oriented 1nstruct1on op{the rating system, with tape rating

practice on each of four.separate areas, for a total of eight hours of

lnstructlon- Each tra1n1ng se351on was separated by two or three weeks during

which teachers practlced\ratiﬁg tapes and working with familiaes on the items
\

for which they had rece1ved lnbtructlon.

Trairing Group II (Two TeLchers Three Therapzsts). Total training time
: \

~ -

was eight hours, d1str1buted as four two-hour ses51ons _over two months.

Conditions were the same'as with Version I training except that with a

shortened Inventory the items were taught in two groups. * l
. .o i - . :

! : . o
- Training Group III (Two Teachers, Three Therapists). Training procedures
- - . ' ¢ . : '

. o * ' "
were essentially the same as those used in training groups one and two, except
i, : . .
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that the Invenéory had been shortened to niné items and .the entire Inventory
was covered throughout the training périod., -

As part of their training, teachers and therapists rated parent-child '
dyads with whom they had not worked dir;ctly. The qriterion for rating of }
tapes was 85 percent agreement with the standard rater (rese;rch assistant on
the projectf aéross the total scale. This level requireé that the teacher or

therapist.have no more than one-point disagreement on the average across.-the

rating items, each of which is a seven-point scale.

Rasulks . 4

1

The focﬁs_ of Study I was to assess 'the reliability with which
professionals (teachers and therapists) could be trained in use of the

‘Training Skills Inventory. Several measures of teacher and therapist "

a

performance were taken in order to answer this quastion.

[
3

Intérrater reliability between professionals being trained in use of the

Inventorf‘and standard raters in their ratings of parent performance was .

A

assessed. A criterion of 85 percent agreement for'jotal scale reliébility was

set as a condition for’qupletion of training in usd of the Inventory. All 16

professionals who received training'accomplished that level of réliability in
the 8pecified training time. Professionals who part1c1pated in further
studies were perlodically asked to do check-up reliablllty ratlngs. All such

staff contlnued to demonstrate 'reliability in their ratings. Staff who were
R :

initially trained on Version I of the ;nventory were subsequently chécked for

reliability on Version ITI.

Changes in teacher performance assessad through the Teaching sSkills

Inv%ptory from.faseline to post-training tapes were analyzed. Teacher

performance in working with three children on pretraining and at least two

) . . I - ! :\.\ .
children on post-training was analyzed. { The research assistant was the

33



standard rater and rated all of the‘ﬁapeé. Average interrater reliabiiity»for
\ Lk -
[ ‘ .

these ratings was 90 percent over \three consecutive tapes. Teacher

performance with childr%g;ﬁéjassggseﬁ\with,the Inventory (Version IT) was

-

consistently high.-on baseline (mean baseline ratinéé for the first group which
included five teachers was 6.6 out qfia possible total cf 7). Avéraée

posﬁ-training rating for the same gréup of teachers was 6.8. Change in

<

teacher . performance from pre-training to.post-tr&ininq was found to be

non-significant using a t-test for related measures, (£ = 1.17). Teacher

| : '
performance on baseline was ve;y,clos? to the"maximum score and the criterion

~ ’

for completion of (draining, so it is ﬁEE“su:prising,that the impfovements were

not significant given that only small iﬁprovementS'were poséib}e. For th

-

-

second group of teachers, mean rating of teacher pérformance oh"*the
Pre-training tapes was 6.4 and on the post-training tapes, 6.7. Results from

the second group of teachers trained were consistent with those of the fir:t

group.

Changes in teacher’'s Auggestions to‘ parents regafding teachiné
. P2 * ’ .
techniqqes from gre- to post-teacher training wére also assessed. The initial
Procedure for- this sigdy'calléd'for clas;ifyinq teacher suggestion; for -
ﬁarents by-c;htent a?éa (i.e:, structure, tracking, antecedents, éhaping, and

~

fe%dpack) and by mode of delivery of instruction (description, demonstration,
' queries, etc.). It was found after 'a number of months of effort that

reliability  could not be established for such a rating system. Conéequently,
1 .Q .
N o

the procedure used was to count the number of verbal suggestions given to

parents by teache:# and, in counting, to classify those suggestions according

. 4 : T o
_to the categories of‘struqture, instructional strategies, feedback to the

1)
.

child, and sensitivity. Not assessed with this procedure was the degree to

which parent instruction was accomplished via demdnstration or verggl/medéé

/34‘ A, ) .




. other than specific directives. Then data were collected‘for all nine
teachers who received training. Interrater reliability on number and category
of teacher suggestions to parents was assessed for one third of the ‘tapes. =«

Percentage of agreement for each of the categories is presented in Table 8,

- - .

.3 Table 8 .
Interrater Reliability for Counts and Classification

. of Teacher Suggestions

. » _ .
Categorz s ' ./ Bercent Agreement .
Structure A B 91 | |

!f sensitivity _ . 75

. AInstructional Techniques- _ - 92
Feedback g " | o1

. Data were  availzble on teacher sugqestions for a total of 16

* \

parent-teacher dyads. Seven teachers worked with two parents each and two

L3

teachers worked with one parent each " It should be noted that’ the overall

/*nﬁhber of comments was very small. The average increase in number of
instructional comments given by the nine teachers in the lO ‘minute sessions

was .5 comments. Thus, teacher's instructions to parents increased in

o

frequency after training, however, the increases were so slight as to not be
. o .

!

meaningful Of the four categories, increases in the freguenc of_teacher

_comments- about sensitivity to the child's.“sods and interest were most marked.
.Thevmajor problem in interpreting the absence of change in the number

instructional comments made by teachers stems from questions about how -

a

teachers actually instruct the parents. In looking at the video tapes of the

-




sessions, ong has the impression.that the primary instructional mode usgs by
the te&chers is demonstration of technique and .not discuSSion. However,
currently, we do not have a sensztive and reliable measire of this type of
parent instruction. Consequently, we were not able to fully agsess the impact

of this traininc on the teacher's nstructional approach.

The Inventory was used to assess changes in parent perfo"ance from the
. N . ) . . A . '
baseline to the post—training phase of the study. - These were parents who

participated in the first teacher training. study by permitting Videotaping of
.themselves with their children prior to and following theltraining of the five
teachers. ;L-tests for related measures were performed on pre-~ and
post-teacher training on ratings ;f ‘the parent skills. The parents, as a
group, showed a statistically-reliable increase in skill level on the
conceptual areas of instructional skills (£ = 3,21, 2_(.05) and feedhack‘(t =
’ p_( .055. This suggests thatithe parents'were learningisome things,
.although not-by what teachers said as much as by what they saw the teachers
do. ' .-
Part-B:" Traininq of PhysicalrandJOccgpational Therapists
)Objective ;

The rationale for training pPhysical and occupational therapists was to

determine the degree ‘to which the Teachinélskills Inventory would be useful in
a discipline in which early intervention was largely parent mediated while the
developmental content differed, (motor versus cognitive development) It was .

found that the Teaching Skills Inventory required some modifications in items

and item descriptions in order to make it more understandable by the staff who

received trainingx‘ Staff.reSLgnations and difficulties with,scheduling '

parents and childr;n made it.impossible to collect several measures of

‘effectiveness of traininga including the therapist change in performance and
. . \ : :



parent change in performance. The therapists Qho were trained did demonstrate_
the ability to reliably rate taped segments.
hethod

Subjects. Four therapists, two occupational fOT), and two physical
therapists (PT), agrged ta participate in the study. Pediatric experiencelof
these therapists ranged from one to fifteen years. The oT. conducting the
stu\y had nine years pediatric experience with Six years at MCRI.

Procedure. - For purposes of thig gtudy, the term "Preliminary Part" was
used to describe the traininq of the therapists and the terms "pre~tapes" and
"pogt-tapes" referred to thosgse 20  minute tapes,taken before andlafter

‘therapist traininq; ;rhe Primary Part referred to that portion of the study‘
~ that was to be therapist traininq of parents and included baseiine tapes and

sesgion tapes.

Pre-tapes were taken during a two-month period.‘~tach therapisgt
selected three children who were likely to continue therapy for at 1east the
next sixlto eight weeks. The children were not new to MCRI and were already
being seen by the therapists. The training sessions started-the:next montha‘

°Phe ﬁ}rst session involved an explanation of the study, including a brief
description of the hackground and rationale: Each item on the scale. was
reviewed as well as the rating system. One tape was shown with the trainer -
making comments throughout and. the group then rated and discussed their
ratings of the items:' A second taoe was rated with no discussion until the‘
ratings were completed. Most of the questions from therapists concerned the
behavior counts. This appeared to be the most confusing area and the one Wlthx
the most disagreement, especially, regarding what constituted an act1v1ty;

‘Since the behaVior counts were intended toghelp  focus attention, facilitate

ratings, and did not affect™the ratings, - they were'dropped. " Tnstead,—

t e

. , . - A
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\

(
therapists made notes on the bdck of the form to give an account of wAat they

sﬁw and these were referred o while rating

: : I .
! - Due to difficulty;jo rdinating schedules, further training sessions were
herapists at a'timef' During this time, a shorter

hedd with one or.tWo

veLsion of the rating quidelines was written. while therapists needed more
tnan just the description of each rating; the lengthy description of each item

/”from the guidel{nes used in the Infant’Program was too cumbersome and at
times, confused rather than clarified. }This was probably due, in part, to 'the

i
educational jargon or phrasing by’ which behaviors were described from a

’

‘different orientation. One example was the use of the words "tracking" and
"sensitivity." Therapists are accustomed to using “tracking" in the context

of visual tracking, so this term was somewhat misleading even though it was
o= 7 : f

defined. Also, sensitivity was too pften equated with. being kind or
| .

comforting (sensitive), which was not the intent of the term. Therefore, the

. . . ! :
.sensitivity item was changed from the original "Tracking, Adult Sensitivity te
| A
. Child" to "ResponSiveness, Adult Utilizes Child's ExpresSion of Interest."

The Rating Form was also modified accordingly, and letters addec,for ease of

reference. These adapted materials are presented in Appendix A. The new

guidelines were six pages instead of 12, although each person kept a copy of

\ »

both versions and could refer back to the original if necessary

rd

Tapes used for training included those-taken at an earlier time and those

used as pre~tapes. Since. training was not done as a group of four, it was
°

poss;ble to use pre-tapes without using a partlcalar therapist's own patients.

M

Criteria for completion of training waswagreement of 78 percent or better wlth
the standard rater on three consecutivektapes. This ‘vas determined by the
number of agreementspdivided by the total number of items (9). An agreement

was congidered to be a difference of 0 or 1 »n each item. This method was




chosen because it was felt that a difference of 1 on the 7-point scale was‘not
significant and usually reflectéd a slightly more:conserwative or liberal
interpretationiof the rating descriptions. Using this“method the therapists
had to agree on at-least'seven out-of'nine items. Therapists attained

: criteria after five to six ratings, after the initial training seSSion. Post-~
training tapes were'then taken three to four months after initiation of
training. Unfortunately, post~tapes were not obtained on all the children.
Two children left MCRI, two children were hospitalized, and one child changed.

therapists. \ S - .

\ ’ ’ ‘ N -~

. . e
Therapist‘training of parents. Baseline tapes were started in June and

July on three therapists for the parent training portion.’ By this time, one

~ Y

o7 had resigned from MCRI and moved out of the area. The remaining therapists
_were ingtructed to select three children who were just starting treatment.' A
«\minimum‘of three baseline. tapes ‘were taken for each child-parent- dyad. Eachl
of these was rated by the therapist as well as the standard rater in order to

en\s\ure continuing reliability and completion of the ratings. 1If the ratings
VN A

for the‘three tapes were fairly stable, session tapes were started. If not,

more Easeline tapes were to be taken- and/or the child -and parent would be

-

discontinued from the .study, however this did not occur After rating

_baseline tapes, the therapist chose an area of instruction: to address with the
assistance of the standard rater, if needed. I
éy December_lQBl, only five child-parent dyads had been selected a;ong

the three therapists. One dyad"had three basgeline tapes.and‘three session

+ tapes; one had three baseline_and two se?sion tapes; one had three b£§ETEne¥-
and -one session tapes: two dyads had two-baseline tapes and no session tapesh'
Completion of tapes was difficult for several reasons. One was.the'difficulty

finding children who were just ‘bBeginning therapy and whose parents had some




need for instruction (some parents had already completed training in the
Infant. Program or possessed very good teaching skills to begin w1th) Another
problem was that the typical therapy program at MCRI begins with six to eight
weekly treatments, with the frequency reducfhg until a client’ ig monitored

. . P4 .

only one to two times a month. This schedule was devised because most -parents
: . : - o L

can be instructed in home management and treatment during this .time, ‘and

-.additional therapy is not‘felt to be nteeded weekly. ‘The demend'for therapy
services also'plays a part. While therapists were»requested to continue
children. for purposes of the study, this was difficult to do at times. Other
'factors were decreasing commitment of the therapists to the study in view of
other demands, and illness and cancellation of children. six months later,
when a second therapist in the study resigned from the Institute'and a third

requested to be allowed to drop out, the study was discontinued; o

Study II
Objective - a T

. The objective of the second study of this . series was the assessment of

‘the utility of the Teaching Skills Inventory ‘as a baSis for focusing

~

ingtruction provided by teachers to parents. The need for proViding specific

instruction in teaching techniques wasg suggested by lack of changes in parent -
b -

S

performance on the ratings of the first two Videotapes taken of each parent in
J

the initial phases of development of the Inventory. “The’ first two tapes were-

separated by a period of two to three months, and .the ratings reflected no

-

'change in parent performance With respect to the dimenSions represented on the
checklist. Our observations of parent performance on an informal basis also

supported the conclusionsythat it ig” necessar7 to focus instruction given to .
. . 7 A

. -
. parents on teaching strategies as well as developmental content, -and that it

- < 4
¢



b

is also necessary to formally monitor parent performance so as to document

-/-

change or the lack of change in teaching skills.
Factor analysis of Version I of the Teaching Skills Inventory yielded
results indicating that there were forr factors that related to parent

teaching skills. lne ‘original, proposal for this work called for the training

A

to be implemented in a multiple baseline dbsign. Each teacher was to identify
the factor upon Which he felt each parent's training should be focused first,
and then proVide training until the parent reached criterion on that factor.

Training would then be focused on a- second factor until each parent's

.

. performance was at the criterion level on .each factof and on the total

.

. ’
inventory.

In actual practice, teichers found it difficult to confine “their

instructi.n to one factc; at a. time They felt that this constraint made them

self-conscious and disrupted the "flow" of the session. In addition,'the

factor structure had not been demonstrated to be reliable across data sets.
Consequently, monitoring performance across factors, as the original design
had called for, was discarded during the course of the study in favor of a

Quasi-experimental deSign-that made use of several pre- and post-tests.

.
v

Method : -

‘Subjects. A total of 26 mothers began participation in the study
Sixteen mothers continued participatlon to a, ‘point where they could be
included in the analysis of training data, Four teachers provided the,
'training,to.the mothers who participated. There were several reasonsiwhy 10 -

» - .
_ mothers did not comple?e the study. Four of the mothers were at criterion
v [ h ! '

» .

level of performance in the ratings'done of them at baseline. Of these four

mothers, two had been in the program for at least six morths prior to

-

inceétion'of the.study.-'Of the others, one had a child whe demonstrated oniy

§
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minimal delays at the time of _entry into/the program. The fourth cage was one
\}' /
in which there was considerakgle disagreement between the independent raters

and- the teacher regarding baseline performance. Because the independent
raterﬂs‘sgore met the criterion for exclusion, :hat case noZ/included.
The reason for not conpleting the training for five additional mothers_was..
theif‘children‘s transfer'to another program.A’In'fouj\cases the school

districts responSLble for the children decided to .sexve the children in

another program. This occurred because of the age of the child or because

AN

school districts ‘had started new programs and could serve the child directly,
-

The fifth child no longer showed any delay and was served in a preschool for
non-handicapped children. One mother participated for six months, during\
which time she showed some improvement, and she_then stopped coming._ Thig- is
a mother who has been diagnosed as mentally'retarded. '

* There are several characteristics of the mothers and.childrenvamong the
16 who completed the study that are important to_noter The. average
educational level of'the mothers was.completion of high schoollplus additional
schooling for the 11 on vhom we haVJ this data. ‘The average income.for the 10
families on whom income data was available was.$22,800 with a range of SlZ 000..
to $32,000 per annum at the time of the study which was 1979 1980. An
ﬁeleventh mother was on Aid to. Dependent Children so that amount was not

averaged with the rast.

.

In the original design of the study, it was anticipated that only parents-

.

who were new referrals to the Infant Program would be included. However}

after initiation of the project LB 889 was passed Whlch is Nebraska's. early

‘education legidlation for handicapped children. This bill requires school

.districts to fund educational programs from the date-of a child'srdiagnosiéﬁ

Consequently, the largest school district in the area ihplemented,its own

. w gg



infant program.. As a result;‘enrollment in the MCRI Infant Program was
reduced from an average of 80 active cases to an average of 30 active cases

per year. Consequently, in order to carry cut these studies participation by
. A

’

parents who had been. ithhe program ‘but who did ot perform at criterion level
on the Inventory was permitted. Of the 16 parents, 11 had been in the program
prior to their'starting in”the;parent training study. The mean length‘of
enrollment of that subgroup.was 15.3 months, with .a range of four to 27
months. Of the group of mothers who had been previously enrolled five had
children who were moderately to severely handicapped and 51x had children who

were mildly handicapped. of the parents whose partiCLP tion in the parent
training study coincided with their enrollmenﬂ in the Infant Program, three-
had children with mild handicaps and two had child?é{ with moderate to severe

handicaps. Table 9 contains a summary of the numbers of cases occurring in

the four possible combinations of the two characteristics.
( Table 9 - ]

Child's Degree of Handicap for New and Previous~Participants'

Length of Participation in Program ' Child's Degree of Handicap :
o ~ Mild Moderate to Severe
r - :
New - (less than 2 months) '3 cases 2 cases
Previous - (4-27 months) : ‘ 6 cases ' 5 cases

Procedure. Three baseline videotapes of five minutes each were taken on
pre-training vigits of the parent and child to the Infant Program. For each

taping the parent was asked to play with her child using the suggestions she

-

had been given for activities.and incorporating any other activities felt to
be appropriate. <A number of toys was made available and the Parent was
offered the_opportunity/to request any additional materials// A reSearch

1 . . N ‘
assistant 'rated the tapes and shared those ratings with the teacher.

A : C . ' : *
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Initially he teacher assigned to the parent and child and one of the research-
staﬁf,_but not the research assistant who rated the-tapes, reviewed the tapes
and the ratings, of the tape. On the basis of that information the first factor

to be emphasized \n training the parent was identified. Each factor contained’

‘

from\two to six items that reflected skills to be learned. After selection of

a‘factor, teachers specified a technique or sgil; as the first target for
instrpction‘within that factor. Training was continued on indi?idual skills
within a factor until the parent's total score on ‘that factor reached an
a&era e of 6 on the 7- point scale. This procedure was discontinued, as
_previ usly pointed out, due to the unreliability.oghthe factor‘structure and —
teacher discomfort with trying to adhere to one.factor‘at a time. The teacher
proVi ed the parent with specific instruction around _the use of teaching
skills embodied in each of the items within the Inventory. The teachers
primarily used techniques of actual demonstration and guided practice in‘
provi ing traininq to.parents. Once the teachers felt that the parent was
ready to be taped agalnr another taping was completed “he maximum,number of
sessions between tapings was six sessions. In several cases, teachers asked.

-

for /]a greater number of sessions’between tapings.. fhe reason given was the
pazfnts' discomfort at.being videotaped. Thesé extensions were granted. Upon
his subsequent questioning of tﬁe”teachers, the research assistant'had the

N . ..

ression. that the discomfort was as much on the teachers' part as the
parents'. ' . o ‘
The research assistant and the teacher independently rated the videotape
efore a parent's next visit.. The independent rater did not know what skills
the teacher was working on with the parent for the sessions which preceded

each taping. The research toordinator and teacher inSpected the ratings and




/decided whether continuad training was necessary on a given technidque or-.

skill. - Training was continued up to a maximum ¢ '3 s=ssionc.
~

\ 4

’ Home scale The initial proposal czlled el -2 Suale w2l &
/.Bradley, 1978) to be administered befor: an: H.nOTBELTOTTLAL ne

; rationale for the inclusion of this instrument was as follows. Une of the
basic questlons to be answered regarding effectiveness of parent tra1n1ng

procedures concerned the issue of generallzatlon of learning from clinic or

‘

school to home¥ We argued that changes in parent performance as defined

through the Training. Skills InJLntory would beimeehured by the Home Scale.

The Home Scale rsflects several important dimensions of the home environment,

i/

including physiddl and social charecteristics‘that;nave been demonstrated as
predictors of leter child development. For"example} Wachs (i976) found that’a
regqular predictable routine as part of a family's schedule related to spec1f1c
aspects of sensorimotor development, such es development Jdf object permanence.

Maternal responsivity and sensitivity to child needs and wants- have been

'demonstrated to be related to child language development.

P
Initially, pre-tra?ninq Home Scale data were collected on all fagilies.
included in this study. 'Upon inspection of those scoreg, we}found that only
six out of the first 18 families had scores beloﬁ é4 petcent of the total
possible‘scote on the Home Scale, The: scale has a total of 45 items; -
%onsequently, a score of 38 or higher is 84 percent or better. In addition,
we found that there wWere some items on the scale that were;inappropriate to
s1tuatlons in which the child wasg severely retarded with mu‘tlple handicaps.
In three of the cases in whlch low scores. (below 38) were obtained, the
children were severely retarded. In five of the cases where loWwer scores were

obtained, tne parents were themselves retarded or had significant emotional

adjustment difficulties. Aall of the six cases wiili low Home scale scores

¢
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dropped out of the srudy, either due to the fact that they moved out of the
area, Or bkecause treir-children moved to another!program at the school
district's initiative. LCollection of the Home Scale data was discontinued
because it was felt this would not resuit in useful informatioo.

Results - ‘ N

Parent skills. An Analysis of Variance withfrepeated measures was done

on the ratings of parent performa;gzsggzihe five points in the training

sequence. Parents' skills were found to increase sionificéntly over time (F

(4,60) = 21.65, 23(-001). Means and standard deviations for ratings of the 16

mothers who received training may be found in Table 10.
- .

. ' Table 10

Means and Standard Deviations for Teaching Skills of Mothers

Parents Pre 1l Pre 2 Pre 3 Post 1 Follow-Up
Mean - 62.69 61.13 59,25 75.63 78.44
S.D. . 10.07 13.56 12.90 7.81  7.79 -

Tukey's Tést was then used to determine at what point this improvement

occurred. No significant change was found prior to the onset of training.

Significant improvement (p <.05) was observed between the last pre~test and
N . . B} ‘

the first tape done after training began. No significant change occurred

between this initial training tape and the follow-up tape.

~

A second AOV was done to assess the impact of time in a program on a

parent's performance. The analyszs compared Sklll level of the 11 parents who

- - 4_,\‘»

had been in the program for more than two months before the beglnnzng of thls

'

focused training, with the performance of five parents who were new to the

Infant Program.. No significant differences Qerelobseryed,‘(gj(l,l4) = .87).

’




“ A third AOV with repeated measures was done to assess whether the

Y

severity of the children's handicaps had an effect on the assessments of

<

parents skills. No differences between nine péArents of mildly handicapped

-

children and seven parents of moderately or severely handicapped children were

N o

found, (F (1,14) = ,19). .
a Child interest. A comparable set of analyses we:e done to assess

4
changes on the item, child interest in activity, over the “course of this

. Parent training study This item was included in Versions II a III of the
;:ée to which

-

v

inventory and was used as a dependent measure reflecting the de

the parent was successful in engaging the child in the learnlnq acti$§ties.

An AOV with repeated measures was done. Children's interest was found td
- , A} _"
increase significantly over the tapinqq (F (4 S6) = 4.10, p¢ 05) Seé Table

11 for these means and standard deviatlons. Tukey s Test was ‘then used to .
»

determine when chénges in child 1nvolvement occurred. . Child involvement was'
i
.

highest at the time of follow-up -and Significantly, higher (p ¢ .05) at

¥
follow-up than_jghe average level on the baseline tapes or or the second

baseline tape.

|
Table 11 f

Means and Standard Deviations of Ratings of cnild's Involvement

Chlldren Pre 1 Pre 2 Pre 3 Post 1l ! Follow-Ug
Mean  4.87 4.20 4.67 4.93 f 5.67
sS.D. 1.51 1.37 . 1.45 1.16 j .72

J

|

/

/

Another AOQOV with repeated measures was done to assess the lmpact of tlme
associated w1th the program oxn chlldrlnvolvement lA the interventlon. In this

analysis, rat1n95 of four children who had partlcipated in the program for

less than two months were compared with the ratlngs of 11 chlldren who had

‘
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Leen in the program for longer than that periocd. No difference was observed
petween tne t&b groups ﬁg (1,13) = .35).

Finally, the impact of severity of handicaps on a child's involvenent was
asseseed by an AOV with repeated measures.. Nine mildly handicapped children
were compareé with six who were moderately or severely handicapped. A
non-significant trend was observed, (F (1,13) = 3,15, E_(.lO), suggesting that
under some circumstances, the more severely handicapped cnildren may be fourd
to be somewhat less interested then the mildly handicapped infants. An
alternative hypothesis Lregarding thi: finding is that the item ma§

discriminate against the severely handicapped child who is less capable of

initiating activities.

[ Study III
In the original proposal, we indicatea that'we would validata the use of .

r
the Teaching Skills Inventory- by training persons from the disc1plines of

phySical and ocsupational therapy. 1In the section of this report on Trgtning
\
of Pnysiéal and Occupational Therapists (Study_I, Part B), we pointed out that

. We encountered problems in making that extension due to staff turnover and

1

inadequate number of qualified families. A modified version of tne Inventory

was developed but the proposed validation through demonstration of utility, in

—

parent training in the domain of motor development was not accomplished; This

)

study was to be carried out as a student master's thesis (Gabriel, Note 13).

When the replication was found to be not possible, the therapist completed a

»

survey of physical and occupational therapists. The focus of this. survey was
to determine therapists' attitudes toward and implementatién/of procedures of
pArent mediated intervention. General'eonclusiéns of that survey were:
(1) physical and occupational therapists in Nebteska and Iowa who work»with-
handicapped chiidten were very consistentain Placing a high priority en
o\ T
,,\\ ‘ T S .

-
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working with parents to teach them principles and techniques of physicai

. management of their handicapped child; (2) therapists were also consistent 'in
itheir response that what training thex‘receiyed'in yorking with parents cane

on the'joh rather than dhring their final preparation. It was concluded in

this thesis that therapists needed to be better prepared in parent training

techniques.

_‘ Study IV ' | .
”—ijectiVe . ' - o .7
The cbjective of this study was to assess tie use of self-modeling as a
means” of enchancing parentiteaching abilities with respect to the sgkilis
identified within the Teaching Skills Inventory. |
Rationale
Training parents as teachers andftherapists of their own children relies
neavily upon verbal instruction procedures and upon the observation of
professionals working with those children. We haye_found that some parents
have not been effectively‘guided by professional_verbalizations of principles
or by demonstrations of teaching skills. There are many possible reasons for
these failures. Parents may not pay attention to what the teachers say oht of
a sense that.they are being criticized by the teacher, or because they believe
themselves incapable of implementing the procedures that the teacher is
discussing or demonstrating. Another reason for lack of_parental response
might include the teacher's failure to break the teaching task’ intp

sufficiently manageable steps for the parent " A procedure called
self-modeling" has been successfully used to teach parentsg of children hav1nq'
speech and learning disabilities to engage in playful interactions with their
own children (Peddicord, Note 14). In this procedure, parents view videotaped
interactions of themselves with their children. The teacher or therapist

~ . i C . -
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points out and praises features of the interactions that he or she wisﬂEB\fo

encourage. Through a process of repeated viewings of successive. tapes, the -

teacher is able to shape parents' interactions with their children. This
- procedure has several desirable features.  First, it is a positive approath,
using reinforcement to shape an increa:::gly competent parent. Seccnd,

observations of one's own performances permits a.clearer uhderstanding of what'

skills can be changed. 1In this self-modellnq procedure, an awareness of one's
%

i

own performance ig cultivated.

In the applighition for funding for this work, we proposed’ that we would
randomly select a comparison group for the Self-Mode}ihé Study from parents
who reteived tre}ndné‘in the previous study.. Upon completion of the initial
Parent Training Srody, we decided that such a-procedure would not be
appropriate for several reasoos. The primary reeson was the length of time
allowed between tapings in.the first training studies. Training for some
parents extended over a period of six months doe to teachers' reluctance to do
tapings. In addition, the teachers who would be participeting in the self-
modeling study were verbalizing different attitudes regarding- the training
than those which tpey hed expressed at rhe inception of the first pareot
training study. Consequently, we felt it-was nor possible to compare their‘
training approach with a new'droup of parentseto their previous trainirq
efforts as a test of two aiternarive'procedures. Moreover, we decided to
randomly assigo new parents ‘who entered the group and who eéreed'to
part1c19ate in the study to-one of two condltlons-'fifriwgeif;Modeliog

dition using videotape feedback, and (2) A °‘éndard Training Cond1t1on
which used the approach taken and demonstrated to be successful in the flrst

study w1th additional constralnts on the number of training sessions and the

length of time over which these sessions could occur.

(W)
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Method
§§bjects. Subjects for this study were 11 mothers newly referred to the
Infant Program at the time of entry into the study. Subjects were randomly

assigned to the self-modeling or standard training condition. Five mothers

- o

were assigned to the self-modeling condition and six to the standard training

condition. The mean educational level of these mothers was 13.6 years (iata
: : - /

were not available on two motheref'eng the'mean income was 516,100 per yeer
(this datz was not available on four families). T -
Proceduret L fite-mieute videotape of parents and ehilq interacting was
coilected as baseline data. The guidance that ﬁothers were given fer{this
taping weé that the teaepers would give the parents guggeetions for actitities
- prior to the sessfoq but that t;e\parent should feel free to -initiate aey‘
activities she felt werenappropriate. In addition, she could ask for any toys,
or other materials she wisherl. The individuel teachers dbserved this taping -

procedure fotxparents with whom they were to work. The teacher then used her

\. .

rating of the baseline. tape and the observations she needed to identify

objectives Eor her instruction of the parent.

T aiping was\provided ig four sessioes wh;ch had to be coecluded in a
six-we:;\petiod. .A five-minute videotape of mother and child iqteracting
_under thexéhge conditione as described in the baseiine procedure was tekeﬁ,
. The lnstructléqel session was then given immediately fol1ow1ng the taplng In
_the SAlf-Medellng Condltlon, the teacher used the v1deotape in order to

Lnstruct the parent In the Standard Traznlng Condition the: teacher gave
SN
instruction to the paﬁgpt using the treditional modes of instruction.

The week after the\f urth training session or”et‘tHeTSiith;week'f6I16W§ﬁ§”ﬁ
collection of the baselihe\sepe, a post-training five minute videotape was

3 . ) y .
taken under the same cbnditioke as the previous tapes. A rater, blind to the



condition of training the parent receited and klind to the order (pre; or
post-training) of the tape, rated all the tapes usinc Version IIT of the.
;nventory.
Results s
Interrater reliabilitf wasg obtained for eight of the 22 tapes. The mean

of the ratings for the seven rating items used was 87 percen..' fhe average
ratlngs of mothers teach1ng skills for the two groups were not szgnlfxcantly

© 4

dlfferent and are summarized in Table 12.

-

. Table 12
L\ Means and Standard Deviations

for Teaching skills of Mothers f

Modeling Standard
Me-ns 3s.2. '40.4 YRR 35.7 ' )
SD 8.3 4.3 5.8 | ' 8.6.

v

An analysis of varilance with|repeated measures was done;g Although the
modeling procedure ap; ars to be somewhat more effectire than the standard
method no signiflcant effects were obtazned Comparzson of treatment effects

‘showed no d:.fferences between the modeling and standard training procedure,

/

(g_(1.9) = _53). Parent skills d1d not 1ncrease slgnlflcantly, (F (1;9) =
1.96), cver the'tralnzng period.
Discussion

The resuits of these sfudles showed a number of thlngs about the use of

the Teach1ng Skills Inventory in the tra1n1ng of teachers, the faczlltatlon of

parent-chiid interaction; and evaluation of professional and parent teaching

52
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skills. Flrst, the results of this work 1nd1cate that the Teachlng Skills

Inventory is a reliable and readlly used 1nstrument for the assessment of

teachlng skills °f,b°Fh parents and professronals. This wcrk also {ndlcates
that teachers and therapists can.readily,learn to rate'performance QE.the

'parents with whom they work. It was also found in the course of this work
that the process of rating the abiiities of parents using the TSI helps

.teachers to identify areas in which parents have ski;l deficits and that
teachers then find that taey can work with parents td improve.those skills.
In this connection, the work that has been presented indicates that a parent's
performance is affected by training that has been quided through the nse of
the TSI. ' Study (I indicated that, regardless of the handicap of a child or
tne length of time that the parents have been in a program, interventidn
geared for the first time to the skllls rated with the TSI, produced d1st1nct
ir provements in parent skills as measured by the TSI.

Initial efforts to study the effect of training teachers in thevuse of
the TSI indicated v“hat training in'the ratiné of parents on the st did not
affect what teacners taught parents. Nevertheiess, the fact that, in later
studies, parents changed in response tc instruction quided by the TSI suggests
that t achers were. providing the parents with information the parents had not
been receiving previously.#NWhat did the teachers do'differentiy? Howﬁwas itv
that this was not apparent in thelearlier study? It appears that, prior to
the beginning'o; Study II, the staff empnasized teachdng parents development,
content in th: context ~f teaching appropriate'cnild.centered activities. The
teachers were less lik#ly %o help the parents understand how to make the most
of their interactions around those activities.

Teachers assumed; for the most part, that parents would learn the

. appropriate ways of interacting with their children through the modeling °*that

e
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. ./ . '
the teachers were providing. The teachers reported that during Study II they

began to focus on the parents' deficits that had been. identified using the
TSI, and for the first time their instruction was specifically geared toward
correcting problens in the instructional process of infants and mothers. 1It

was at this time that teachers began to systeqatically'help parents develop

-
v

’ competencies in_interacting with their children over ‘the broad range of areas
that the TSI covers; a 'range that goes far ‘beyond the developmental
_appropriateness of activities in which most of the instruction originally
focused. Consequently, it is not surprising that parents who ware new to the
program and parents who'hady been in the program for some time benefited from:—
exposure to teaching that was geared toward the competencies embodied in the
TSI. fhe impact on-the children of parents increasing their competencies in
the areas measured by the TSI is also Worth considering; Improvements in
parents' skills were associated?with increases in children's interest'and
involvement in interaction with their parents; This improvement'did notfoccur
simultaneously with the change in parental shills but seemed to 1ag somewhat
behind the parent changes. Nevertheless, it seems likely this change in child

.

involvement occurred as a result of the greater sklll with which their parents

interacted.

N . ’

" Taken as a whole, these findings suggest that competencies displayed by
teachers and parents in working with handicapped infants span a range of
skills. These skills include both the ability to select developmentally
appropriate actiVities and the ability to interact With'the child in ways that
a="7.urage children tn eg;xgrﬁ 4 .~ world, facilitating interaction with
play :hings. and people, Programmatic activities for parents that.emphasire'

only one or the other faii to provids%parents and children with all that they

6U



qeedﬁyin order Eo have mutually satisfyirg and ‘maximally p;éductive
interactions.

These studies also ;ﬁd;;ate that the Teaching Skills Inventory holds
considerable'poteﬁ£ial both as a tool for assessing. the competenciés of .
parenti and professionals and as' a guide for inﬁé?vention with parqnts.
Because the Teaching Skiils Inventor, is relatively brief.and easily rated it
. can be ﬁséd routinely i =ist programs. . Finally, the Tsilgas shown?
considerable promise as a research tboi in intervention programs for.éafents

and their handic p -3 i.canoy.

Diegsemination Acgiyities

&

1. Poster session at annuz. meeting, Amer:-un Association on Mental
Deficiency, San Francisco, May 1980.

2. Presentation at workshbp for teachers of deaf-blind and severely

handicapped children sponsored by Nebraska ‘program for Deaf-Blind funded

athrougg Moun;ain'PlainS'Regional'Center for Deaf-Blind, July 1979..

3. Methods of cdmpetency based parent traininq at Families and

EspfeSSQEEQ;s Workin Together: Issues, Concerns. and Future -
Directions. Meyer . Children's Rehabilitation Ingitute, June 21,

4, Developmental Psycholagy Area Committee, University of Nebraska -
'~ Omaha, Nebraska. : '

5. competency baged parent training#workshop presented at Regional
Course of American Academy of Cerebral Palsy, sponsored by Meyer
Children's Rehabilitation Institute, May 28, 1983

~

6. Information regarding fhe"Inventory—is_ine%uﬁ;d in the SETS Course
Home Based Services component. presented by Barbara Jackson, Infant
Program Coordinator. This has be%p presented at four sites in

Nebraska. , !
] . //" !\
7. Approximately 30 copies of the Maﬂual on the rating scéles were
distributed during 1982. e
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Version I
¢ . o ) . ) ) !

$

 Bating System: Parent Teaching Skills Checklist

_I. Structure of Session:

1. Discrete versus unstructured session:

A
\

2.

1. A1l tasks'presenteﬂ\in a highly struEturedlfashion.
3 ° ’ . . /

4. Activities presenteJ in a semi-structureg/fashion.
5. | 1 -/
6. |

7. Activities occur in an unstructured £ hion/ Session is
X characterized by frﬁe flowing. develoymenc of child tasks.

4 3 ‘
s 2, Tracking / . /
. !'
1. Parent {s entirely/unresponsive to child's intercsts and mocds.
2- ' / 7 -
3. / ' '

4, Parent is alterua;e]v responsive and unv;sponsive to child s
interests and meade,

5. ! ;
o . . o
7. Parent is entirely responsive to child's interests and moods.

. / i
II. Antecedents: / ) : .

1. Developmental appropriateness of verbal instructions:

1; Almost all instructions ara entirely developmentally inappropriﬂte.
2.

3. / '
4. Malf of instructions are entirely inappropriate. :
S ’ .

60 A . ' .

7. Almost all instructions are entirely developmentally appropriate.

2. Developmental appropriateness of non-verbal instructions:

1. Almost all instructions are entirely developmentally inappropriate.

2.
3. . :
4. Half of instructions are entirely Indppropriate.
5. '
"6 ,
. 7. Almost all instructions are entirely developmentally appropriate.
AN




3. Clarity of content of verbal comnonents to instructions:

Content of instructions is consistently ambiguous ox contradictory.

1

2

3 - . :

4 Content of half of the instructions is moderatg}y confusing-
5 .

6

7

Content of instructions is consistently clear. , —_

4, Claritv of content of non-verbﬁl'compggcnts to instructions:

1 Physical and tonal cues cousistently fail to clarify and emphasize
" task requirements,

2
3 :
4 Non-verbal cues fail to communicate task requirements.in half thé
instructions. ., e J .
5 ' .
6
7

Non-verbal cues consistently highlight task requirements.

III. Shaping - Consequences:

1. Physical guidance and promnts;: apnropriateness of choice of when to use
. Them where Thierc were opportunitics LOY pliySical FULdANCE OF prossrs:

1 Parent mnakes no use of physical guidance or prompts.

2

3

4 "Parent makes use of physical guidance or promptsin half possible
: opportunities. :

5

6

7 Parent makes effective use of physical guidanca/5§\nrompts in all
possible opportunities.

2. Prompts or puidance: How effective when used:

1. Parent continually verbal or physically prompts or guides in manner
that distracts child. _

-

“Parents' use of prompts and guidance distracts child from task
half the times they are used. '

P 4

L]
Noun SwLN

Parent never distracts child from successful completion of
task ‘'by the way prompts and guidanes are given.
/ L
. // ' s
/.3, -Modeling, pointing:

1 Farent never makes effective use of modeling to assist child.

2 -

3

4 Parent makes effective use of modeling or pointing in half the -
possible opportunities.

5 N\

6 3 . s . . : ! :

.7”~Pg;gngAygbs,moduliﬂn_whef¢eﬁg§,neédcd, L e




4., Chanpes task:

1 Corstantly changes task iffappropriately. ... ... . . .. ..

| . 7 | T
Changes task inappropféately in half the cases. '

Y/

Never changes taskg inappropriately? -

R NS P RE X

5. ugjjfjgation of ths%%y . v

1 Parent never ﬁodifies tasks in ways that would assist the child's
sucfessful completion of them. : ;

2 .

3 . .

4 Parent modifies tasks to assist child in half-the possible
opoortuﬁiéies for modification. .

5 / .

6 f S '

7 Parent modifies tasks”iﬁ"wdys that assist child's accomplishment

as needed.

6. Conversion of child behavirr into a more complex behavior:

1 Parent misses all opoortunities to encourage more complex child
respouse by conversiin of a simple respouse to a complex one. .
. "-- . :
: \
Parent misses half the opportunities to convert child response
-into a more complex one, |-

Swr

L L I Wt ' e LTI R T T I TSI U I . i

Parent misseu no opportunities to. convert child response to.a
- more complex response. .

~N o en

I
- Feedback: - , | . : i

.  Positive feedback (ekaat count)
" Corrective feedback(exaet cuunt)
Intelligtbility of feedbick: When used' o

W

Verbal content of feedback .is never clear,

‘Verbal content is clear about Half the_tiﬁe. o

SNown SN+

Verbal content is alway; unambiguous, consistent and developwentally
appropr‘ate.
a ) ..




4. Non-verbal communications:

1. Non-verbal'communications do not emphasize and ;larify parent's

reaction to child's behavior. '

« Non-verbal communications emphasize and clarify parent's
reaction in half instances. :

N

7. Non-verbal communications always’emphasizc and clarify parent's
reaction to child's behavior. '

5. Feedback appropriateness: (consider frequency und quality)

1. Feedback is never appropriate to child behavior.
2. '

3. : .

4. Feedback is appropriate in half the instances.-
5 3 ' . . ’ . v '

6. :

7. Feedback 1is always appropriate,

IV. Child Responses:
] ¢

1. Number of tasks presented.

2, Number of correct responses approximations.

3. Child avoids, rlays, cries, incorrect responses,

4. Task's developmental appropriateness.
""" 1. All tasks presented were developmentally inappropriate.

2.
S P LI e 3. ‘._‘_—r.ﬁ"-,fv..:h._;m "'_".‘"' Tt taeein )l e et el v “ ST o e Bt o '
4. Half of the tasks presented were-develormentally appropriate.
~ e, W 5.:>‘ -t R e B . I T et a2 - . - . [ e e - .
7. All the tasks presented were developmentally appropriate.
5. The objective of the tasks presented was: .
1. WVas not, apparent for any tasks. . ‘ 2\
: / 20 . . ' o S 7
‘4. Apparent ‘in about half the tasks.
5. . .
6.

. 7. Apparent in all the tasks. : . _ ' i
- 6. Complexity of responses for child's developmental level: o
"7 "1v" 'Performance in this sample does not reflect child's optimal

N . level of responding in any cases.
: 2.
3. : _ \ !
4. Responses reflect child' . 1ma’ "~vel of responding in half
of the cases. : y
5. i
6. !

7. Performance in this sample rc(lcét chili's optimal level of
. respending in all cases. S '

73
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Date of Tepa

\ 2 Version I

Date of Rating ’ |

. e

for
(2]
(g4

.2nd ‘ "-Difference

|
|

Structure S /

). Discrete

-

2. Tracking

. .
N

AntAeceldent‘ , c .
1’.', App. verbal | ____ — memimme
2. App. non-verbal ‘ —_— __ —
. 3, Clarity verbal . . oL IERINTTR -___ e
&, Clarity non-verbal _-_-_Q' I T— _
Shaplng - -. IR A .
1.  Use of physical guidance - ____l .
| .2, Effe.céivéness of physical L -"-“-_.. e 2
. guidance —_— — —
3' ﬁ"de}ins o T .__. “ ____ ) o
4. Chanpe” ':as’l'cj o _____ .__. i—-
oo ~Sen ModiL LEARION,. L B BRI Tha R e i __
G Comverston - oo r s ims e
: : N e

. Peedback - - ot P e
Yo . + feedback £ . | ' . : e

2. Corrective f —_— e —_—
Y .. 3. Intelligibility . - o
PO Kon-verbal | o —— S
52 propstasiness DR R RSN
Child's Re:  -e o - -
S P - © * enamrma—— — —
2. # correct - - : ___ —_—
" 3, Child avoids ' , e -
4, Dev. appropriateness _— —
S. _Clarity ‘ —— — —
6. Complexity R — SR




Rating System: Parent Teaching Skills Inventory

Version II

Do not quoté or use without

permission of the authors.

Steven A. Rosenberg, Ph. D.
Cordelia C. Robinson, Ph. D.
Paula B. Bell, M. A.

December 1977
Revised - September 1979
By: Wood A. Hull, B. A.

V5.
<790




Revised: September, 1979

. Rating System:Parent Teaching Style

I. Structure of Session:

1. Almost-all activity during the session was initiated by the parent.
It is clear that the parent.was in control of the session events.

. The parent initiated more activities during the session than the
child. It appears that the parent is-generally in control. .
4. A sen3itive balance exists between parent initiatives and the child
initiatives during the session. A mutual exchange is occurring.
5. The child initiated more activities during the session. It appears
- that the child was generally 1n control of the session.
6. -
7. The child initiated almost all activities during the session. It
18 clear that the child was in control .of session events.

II. Tracking:

1. Parent is entirely unresponsive to child's interests and moods.
Tasks are presented in an uncaring way.

3. The parent is more unresponsive, then responsive to the child's
interests and moods.

4. Parent is alternately responsive and unresponsive to child's

- interests and moods. The parent does well whea t - e

doing well, but when the child is not doing so wel.i, .ci..c. .iS
the parent.

5. In general, the parent is responsive to the child's interest and
moods. : .

6. ' .' . ¢ - .

7. Parent is entirely responsive to child's interests and moods.

III. Antecedents:

1. 'The Degree to which the Objective of the Task Presented by the Parent

Was Apparent to the Rater. *
1. The ‘objective was not'apparent for any ta ’ o 1ly a tasks
‘were ambiguous or presented too quickly to ot _.° any objective.
- 2. The objective was apparent for one~fourth of the tasks.
3. A ‘ .
. 4. The objective was apparent for ome half of the tasks. ‘a
. 5. _ } . ,

6. The objective was apparent for three-fourths of the tasks.
7. The objective was apparent for almos: every task.




Task': Developmental Appropriateness.

1. All the tasks presented were developmentally inappropriate.
Parental task requirments were :oodifficult and the child was
unable to respond appropriately.

2. One fourth of the tasks presented were developmentally
appropriate.

3.
4. One half of the tasks presented were developmentally appropriate.
5. :
6. Three fourths of the tasks presented were developmentally

_ appropriate.
7.

All of the tasks presented yere developmentally appropriate.

3. Non-Verbal Task Antecedents.

1. Physical and tomal (voice) cues consistently fail to clarify:
end emphasize tasks requirements. No matter what theuﬂirent
says, his/her non-verbal cues are ambiguous or distrac ing to
the child.

2. Three fourths of the non-verbal cues are unclear a confound
the task. /

3. ! T . .

4. Non-verbal cues fail to communicate task requirements in half

. the instructions. For half the tasks non-verbal cues fail to
*highlight task requirements. - >
Non-verbal cues highlight the task requirements in three fourths
of the instances.

) 7. Non-verbal cues consistently highlight task requirements.

4. Clarity of Content of Verbal Coggonents to Instructions-

l. Content of the instructions are consistently ambiguocus or
contradicting. Verbal instructions fail to aide the child in
task solutions, nor does the rater understand what the appro-
priate responges should be according to the instructionms.

2. Most of the verbal cues are contradictory or ambiguous.

oW

4. Content of half the instructions are moderately confusing. Of
all the tasks presented, only half are clear.

6. Content of verbal instructions is usually ciear.
7. Content of verbal instructions is consistently clear.

5. Developmental Appropriateness of Verbal Instructions:

1. Almost all instructions are entirely developmentally inappro-
priate. The verbal instruction was almost never macched to the
child's developmental level.

2. Oune fourth of all-instructions are'developmentally appropriate.

3.
4. Hali the instructions are developmentally appropriate.

ERIC S 7




6. Three fourths of all instructitus are gevelopmentall™
appropriate, ;
7. Almost all instructions are entirely developmentally appropriate./
it is clear that the child knows what is expected of him/her. /

<

III. Shaping-Consequences

l. Prompts or Guidance: How effective when used:

1. Parent continually verbally or physically prompts or guides /
in manner that distracts the child. This applies when a !
prompt would be better than physical guidance or neither is
appropriate and it applies to .every task presentation. . i

2. Parent's use of prompts and guidance distract child after

approximately one fourth of all task presentations.

4, Parent's use of prompts and guidance distracts child from the
* tasks half the time they are used.

6. Parent's use of prompts and guidance are effective, after
approximately three fourths of all task presentations.
7. Parent never distracts child from successful completion of task
by the way prompts and guidance are given. If no prompts or
) guidance are used, and it is clear that none were needed, then
\ . - .this would be the appropriate rating.

2. Modeling, Pointing/Gesturing:

1. Parent never makes effective use of modeling and pointing or
gesturing to assist the child. The child is attending the parent
but the parent fails to demonstrate the task being presented,
or modeling is unnecessary, or modeling distracts the child.

2. Parent effectively uses modeling and pointing or gesturing in .
only one fourth of all possible opportunities.

4, Parent effectively uses modeling and pointing or gesturing
in half the possible opportunities.

6. Parent effectively uses modeling and pointing or gesturing in
three fourths of all possible opportunities.

7. Parent uses modeling and pointing or gesturing where needed.

- It becomes a spontaneous activity,

3. Chgnges task:

1. The parent appropriately changes the task inappropriately.
The child appears to maximize his play activity when, for no
apparent reason, the parent abruptly chianges the task just to
g0 on to a new one.

2. The parent appropriately changes the task only one fourth of
the time. _




4 -

4. The parent appropriately changes the task half the vime. The
parent does not allow the ¢hild to fully explore the task at

hand.

5. - ) :

6. The parent aprropriately changes the, task three fourths of
ihe time.

7. The parent appropy‘ately changes the task in all instances.

4. Modificat./.~mn of Task:

l. Parent never - 'ifies the t :sks in ways that would assist
the child's ~ssful ccmpletion of them. Either no modi- -
fication sti . . ‘2 used, or the strategies uced are
inappropriate for the presented task.

2. The parent uses appropriate modificatiou strategies in only
one fourth of all possible opportunities for modification.

3.

4. The parent uses appropriate modification strategies in half
the possible opportunities for modification.

5.

6. The parent uses appropriate modification strategies in three
fourths of the opportunities for modification.

7. The parent modifies the task appropriately to assist the
child's accomplishments as needed.

S. Conversion of Child Behavior Into More Complex Behavior:

1. The parent misses all opportunities to encourage more complex
child responses by the conversion of a simple response to a
more complex one.

- 2. The parent uses only one fourth of all possible opportunities
for converting the child's responses into more complex
responses.

4. The parent uses half the opportunities to convert the child s
. responses into more complex ones.

6. The parent uses three fourths of the possible opportunities

for converting the child's responses into more complex ones.
7. The parent misses no opportunities for converting child's
responses into more complex ones.

IV. Feedback

1. Exact Count of Positive Feedback:

2. 'Exact Count of Correstive Feedback: . !

3. Non~Verbal Communications: -

1. The parent appears to remain aloof from the child or parental
reactions to- child's behavior appear to be flat or inappropriate.
.It certainly appears that the parent is really not interested in
interacting with the child. They may not know hew to interact
with the child at all.

~




2. The parent's attempts at interac:lon or his/her nonverbal
~ feedback appear to be stiff and/or forced.

4. The parent wants to interact, shows good ‘r*ent; but is
unsteady during interaction periods.

6. Parent interacts nicely and makes appropriate attempts to
: communicate approval of an task behavior but becomes a little
nervous when child does not raspond appropriately.
7. Handles the task situatdons nicely. Interacts nicely. Shows
very appropriate non-verbal approval of child's behavior.

4. TFeedback Appropriateness: Consider Freqﬁengg and Quality:

1. Feedback is never appropria:e to child behavior. Both the
frequency and quality of the feedback is poor, if it exists
at all. It is inconsistent, and developmentally inappropriate.
2. Tzedback 1is appropriate in quantity and quality one fourth of

the :ime
3. :
4. Feedback is appropriate in quantity and Quality half the time.
S.

6. Feedback is appropriate in quantity and quali:y three fourths =
of the time.

7. Feedback is consis:ently appropria:e. Frequency of occurence and
the quality used are excellent. - :

V. Child Responses.
1. Number <I Tasks Presented:

‘2. Number of Correct Responses or Apg;oxinations'to Correct Responses: |

3. Child's Interest in Presented Tasks:

1. Child continually plays independent of the parent, cries,
fusses etc. during aimost all task presentations. It appears \
that the child 1is not interested in any of the task presented.
if- in:erms: is shown, it is only fleeting.

2.

3. Child displays a moderate amount of interest in the task

. presented. Attempts to respond correctly, but quickly diverts’
attention upon any failures.

4. Child is interested in and makes a good effort to respond

°  correctly to half of the tasks presented. Moderately upset
by .any failures. :

6. Child maintains a consistent interest during three fourths
of the presented tasks. Shows little frustration after failure
to resnond correctly.

7. Child is very consistent in his/her to the interest attends well

to the“parent and tries to respond correctly. Failure frustration
4s at a minimum. ‘

————
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. \: I J‘
Child Primary Rater °
2 N ) "‘\ & s
Date of Tape_ Reliability Rater
Date of Rating ' : ’
STRUCTURE ;1 Rating Reliability Difference
’ Rating T~
1. Discrete ~
2. Tracking : : ‘ <
ANTECEDENT ‘\// n . . '
/
1. Clarity of Task Ob@éctive' X
/ -

2. Task Dev. Appropriateness

3. Non-Verbal Task Antecedent &7

4. Clarity Verbal .-
5. Dev. Appropriateness Verbal
SHAPING

1. Effectiveness of physical guidance
' and prompts

2. Mode]ing'

3. Chaﬁges’task"

4., Modiffcation

5. Conversion

F:EDBACK

FHET A
i

1. + feedback #

2. QOrrective feedback #

l

3. Non-Verbal
H {
4. Appropriateness

CHILD*S RESPONSE
1. # Task

2. # Corrgct

3 ~Task interest
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Rating System: Teaching Skills Inventory

I, Structure

1. Adult Initiated vs Child Initiated Activities

1.
2.

Almost 4}l activities were initiated by the adult
Most of the activities were- initiated by the adult
K ‘.' (A '
Less than half of the activities were ‘nitiated by s .
the child .

Ar equal number of activities were initiated by the adult
and child

More than half of the activitie§ were initiated by the
child

Most of the activities were initiated by the child

Almost all of the activities were initiated by the child

[I. Tracking
1. Adult Sensitivity to Child

The aduit is almost never sensitive to the child's interests
and moods '

The adult is inappropriately sensitive most of the time.

The adult is appropriately sensitive 1éss than half of the time
The adult is appropriately sensitive half of the time

The adult is appropria£e1y sensitive more than half of the

time \._\ . -

The adult is appropriately séasitive most of’tﬁe time

The adult is-appropriately sensitive almost all of the time
L .

II1. Instructiqna] Skills

1. Clarity of Activity Oojectives to the Rater

1
Ve

2.

The objectives were almost never clear

Most of thé~objecfives were unclear .

e
v



3. Less than half of the objectives were clear
4. Half of the objectives were clear

5. More than half of the objectives were clear
6. Most of the objectives were clear

7. Almost all of the objectives were clear

2. Developmental Agprogriateﬁess of the Activities

1. Almost all of thz activities were developmentally inappropriate
. Most of the activities were developmentally jnapbropriate

. Less than half of the activities were developmentally approprlate

2

3

4. Half of the act1v1t1es were developmentally appropr1ate

5. More than half of the activities were developmental]y approprlate
6. Most of the activities were developmentally appropr1ate

7. Almost all of the activities were developmentally appropriate

3. Appropriateness of Verbal Instruction

l. Almost all of the verbal 1nstruct1on was inappropriate
d. Most of the verbal 1nstru;t1cn was 1nappropr1ate ‘

3. LesS than ha]f-of the verBal instruction was appropriate
4, Half of the verbal lnstruction was approprlate

.5.,‘More than half of the ve“bal\\nstructlon was appropriate
6. 'Most of the verbal instruction\Was appropriate

7. Almost all of the verba] instruction was’ appropr1ate

-

4, Appropriateness of Non Verbal Instruction

1. Almost all of the nor-verbal instruction was inapprocpriate

2. Most of the non-verbal 1nstruct1on was 1nappropr1ate

3. Less than half of the non-'erbal 1nstruct1on was’ "appropriate

g
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4. Half of the non-verbal instruction was appropriate

5. More than half of the non-verbal instruction was appropriate.
6. Most of the non-vérba] instruction was appropriate |
7. Almost all of the nor_w-verba1 instruction was appropri$¢e

5. Adjustment of the Complexity of the Activities

1. The adult almost never adjust activity requirements in the
difection consistent with the child's responses/or the adulf
misses significant opportunities to appropriately modify ow
convert a given activity. -

2. The adult uses inappropriate modification/conversion étraf-
egies most“bf the time

3. The adult uses appropriate modification/conversion strategies

- iess than half qf the time

4. The adult uses appropriate modification/conversion stratégies
half of the time

5. The adult uses appfopriate modification/conversion strategies
more than Ha]f of the time

6. The adult uses appfopriaté-modification/conversion strategies
most of the time

7. The adult uses appropriate modification/convetsion strategies
almost all of the time '

IV. Feedback B -

1. Description: Check one

Mostly Verbal

Mostly Non-Verbal

Both

o
Cl




2. Count of Positive Feedback.

3. Count of Verbal Corrective Feedhack

\

4, Apg;ppriatene?g of \Feedback: . Consider frequency and quality

.'l?

2
3
4.
5
6
7

\
\

Almost a1l feedback. was inabbropriaté
Most of the reedback was innppropfiate ‘
Less than half of the feedback was appropriate
Half of the feedchk was appropricte

More thgn nalf i the feedback was appropriate
Most of the feedback was abpropriate

A]mosf all of the feedback was apyropriate

V. Child Resporses

« Count of Activities

1
%
3

. Frequency of friterion Responses

].

S

; The child participates in,ha]f_of the activities

. Child Parti¢icati0n in the Interactian

/ . ,
The chi}dAalmost néver participates in any activity.

'cﬁe/She;continually plays in&e#endent]y of the adult,

cries, fusses, etc.

The child pagtﬁcibates in a few of the activities

- The child participates in less. than half of the activities

/
The child barticipageq'in more than half of the éé;ivitiES'

The child participates in most of the activi&ies

The child participates in almost all of the activities



VT Rating Form: Teaching Skills Inventory - III

DYAD Primary Rater

Date of Tape : Reliability Rater

Poor Ave. . Excellent

Date Qf Rating
o Audio: 1 2 3 4 5

i o ' ©  Tape Quality
(/( {) video: 1 2 3 4 5

Primary Reliability » Diff.

Rating Rating
“I. Structure \ . o R
1. Adult Initiated vs Child Initiated Activities
II.- Tracking ‘ (. -
1. Adult Sensitivity to child
(LI, Instructional Skills .
= 1. Clarity of Activity Objectives |
2. Dev. Appropriateness of the Activities H
3. 'Apprdpriateness of Verbal Instruction ;
v 4. Appropriateness of Non=Verbal qutruCtion
5. Adjustment of Activity Complexféy )
IV. Feedback o ; : o )
' 1. Type: Check QOne
Mostly verbal
Mostiy Non-Verba]ﬁ_____
Both L '
2. frequency of + Feedback = - : '

3. Fréhuency of Verpal Corractive Feedback | ]

s - 4. Appropriateness of Feedback

V. Child Responses

' 1. Number of Activities

2. Number of Crite:. ion Responses

3. . Child Participation in the Interaction

0.9)]
-1
\—




VTR COUNTS
Activity Criterion Positive Corrective
Response Feedback Feedback
.
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‘ ' ?fU("bCO[- Therapist's Version

I. Struciture:-
1. Adult Initiated vs Child Initiated Activities: There is no ideal
proportion for adult initiated versus child initiated activities.
We wish only to describe the extent to which either member of the
pair (dyad) tends to initiate activities within the interaction.
An activity is defined as any material or procedure -that is designed
to stimulate learning. This includes toys.or-interactional games.
This item relates,. in part, %o adult'stylistic differences and
dlfferences in each child's developmental ablllty to make choices
in activity selectioen.

o«

1. Almost all activities were initiated by the adult.

2. Most of the activities were initiated by the adult.

3. More than half of the activities were initiated by the adulz

L. An equal number of activities were initiated by the adult and child.
5. More than half of the activities were initiated by the child

6. Most of the activities were initiated by the child

7. Almost all of the activities were initiated by the child

II. Responsiveness (tracklng)z _
1. Adult Utilizes Child's Exbreselon of Interest: This item requires
a judgement about the adult' s reSponsiVeness and sensitivity to
- the child's interests and moods during each actzvzty. The aSSumpulon
is that a doc;smon to switch from one activity to another in a
teaching situation with an infant or %oddler should be based . upon
the child's expression of interest infthe aefivity 2t hand. Zxamples
. of~appr0priafe responsiveness would be when'the adult 1)picks-up
on signals from the child that a) "I like this game" and incorperates.
motor. goals around that toy or game or b) "I don't like this" or
"I'm tired of this game" and trzes an alternatlve or mOdl;leS the-,r7”
activity, 2) gives the child an opportunity to lndlcate interest I
by offering ftwo toys,: 3) changes the activity when the child's ‘
'play has. become excessively repetitive or nonproduct‘"ﬂ. Examples
of inappropriate (or lack of) responsiveness would be when the
adult 1) abruptly changes an activity the child was involved in,.
perhaps because the. adult has a pre-determlned avenda regardless
of the child's lnvolvement 2)‘keeps repeatlng an activity after
\ f
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the chiia‘loses interest or persisting with an uninteresting or
aversive activity and perhaps even using restraint and phys;cal
guldance as a means for ellcltlrg activity. related behavior,

3) allows the child to entlrely dominate the interaction in a
negative manner by maklng no new demands on hzm because he refuses

new materials.

. The adult is almost never responsive to the-child's interests and moo¢

1l

2. The adult is unrespons;ve most of the time

3. The adult is unresponelve ‘more than half of the tlme

L, The adglt is appropriztely responsive hall or the time |
5. The adult is appropriately responsiv: more than half of the’time
6. The adult is apprepriately responsive most of the time .
7. The adult is appropriately responsmye_ﬁlmOSt all of the time

.

III. Instructional Skills - | o

1. Clarity of the Activity Objec@ire z: the Rater: Thig requires
that the objecfive of the aztiviiy he olear 2 you, the\{ater.
Whether or not the chil3d understands what o do is scored\under |
verbal and/or non-verusi instruction. FHopefully the objec%ive

. will'be clear to you and the‘chiidf Hewever, In some cases the
objective may be aspparsn® to you but because of poey instruction
“the ¢hild has nc idez what is‘expeeted, in which casge 3he parent e
would still rscsive a high score. I ciler cases, the zhild may
know he is supposeé‘#o do but you, ~nhe ratsy, pay have no idea

" what the stjective ~f the activity .=, in which case the parent

is scored l-w,

1. The oXjectivs was not apparent for a2lwost any zctivit -The

activities cowld bve dmblguous or-aecuy too quickly ta'esﬁablish
an objective. . o , : o]

34

2. The objective was not apparent for mos* %1 e i

3. The cdiective was Aot -2pparent for moz'€ than hﬁlf of <h# zctivities
L, Tha objective was a*narevz Tor half of the ac |

5. The objeciivae was apparert for more than

y ; !

7

- The ohjective was apparent for most of *he activitieg
d s : . . ) .
. The objective was apn.:er* Tor zlwest 2ll of the activities

a» M
» - . a

~ . ; -
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2. Develoomental Aporopriateness of the Activities: This item
requires a judgement based on the match made between <he requirements
of the activities selected by parent or child and the child's
developmental level and physical capabilities. A good match would
be picking a toy or activity appropriate for the child's motor,
cognitive, vision, and/or heafing level and presenting it

appro#riately for the child s motor level. Consider gross DOSlthnlnsl
and handling skills in terms of develoPmental level (execution -
would be under Non-Verbal Ins truction)

. Almost all actzv;ties were devalopmentally inappropriate

Most of'thg activites were develoPmentally inapproprizte

_More than half of the activities were deveIOpmentally inzppropriate
Half of the activities were developmentally 2pproprizte

More than half of the activities were developmentally . approP e
Most of the activities were developmentally apprcpriate

"Almost all of <he activities were develoPmentally appropriate

NN W N

3. Aporooriateness of Verbal Instruction: Verbal’;nsurucuion‘

should Dbe clear, given in an informative siyle, and appropriate

for the actiVity Informative siyle refers %o phras.ng .nsu*uc.ion

that contains specific information that high.ights the obaective

of <the activity, such as "let's put the reg in- this hole" rather

than "put it here" or "let's roll %o get the ball" rather <han

"do it, do it." Appropriate verbal instruction should be consistenz

with the activiiy, the child's behavzor, developmental level. anu

sensory impairment level. The use-of verbal instruction is mot
. always necessary, and may ac*uallp distract the child from the’

activity. On the other hand. failure to use. ve*ba_ *“st*uc*ior

when needed is also inappropriate.

1. Almo % &1l verdal instruction was inanyrétriaue.- Conuent was unc’ea.
nonznfo*mative. or not appropriate for'<the acuiv1ty and/or
quantity wasg grossly inappropriate.

. Most of the verbal twetruction was inappropriate

. More than half of the verbal instruction was inapntop-ia.e
. Half of the verbal 'insiruction was appropriate

5., Mqre'uhmn half of the verbal 1nsuructio1 was appropriate
§. Most of the; verbal instruction was appropriate -

y. Almost all of the verbal insiruction was: zppropriate

Q ‘ . . ‘“' . . ‘ : 1 /,-
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L. Ap opriateness of Non-Verbal Instruction: Non-verbal lns‘*‘ stion
includds éodellng, pointing, gesturing (minimal assistance), |
prompting (moderate assist), and physical guidance (maximal assist).
Execution of physical handling is also considered here, but is not
primary} Consider both quality and guantity. Quality includes

using non-verbal instruction techniques that 1) assist in the child's
successful participation in the activity, 2) represent the least
amount of assistance needed (iei not using physical guidance if
gesturing will do), and 3) are consistent with the child's level 2!
of functioning (cognitive, visuai. motor). Quantity means cap:'l.‘luaif'})yr
izing on opportunities to use these technigques (missed opportnnltles
reduce the score), but at the same time not using them at all if no%
needed, especially if they are intrusive and interfer with the
child's active participation.

1. Almost all non-verbal instruction was inappropriate. The use of
non-verbal cues, physical guidance, prompts, and modeling was unclea..
_inconsistent with the activity, dlstractlng, or intrusive

2. Most of the non-verbal instruction was inappropriate
3. More than half of the non-verbal instruction was inapprorriate
4. Half of the non-verbal 1nsuructlon was appropriate

5. More than half of the non-verbal instruction was appropriate
6. Most of the non-verbal instruction was appropriate

7

. Almost all of the non-verbal instruction was appropriate !

. Adjustment of the Comnlexltv of an Activity: Adjusiment refers;I

to szmpllfylng and activity (modification) or increasing the -
complexity of an activity (conversion). A task or activity cah bde
‘simplified by changing 1) the materials, 2) the requirements of <he
task, or 3) the child's response. zxémpleg include using a wedge
when working on head control rather than from a compleueLy prone
position, dropping blocks into ‘'a container instead of St&cklng

when working on voluntary release, or walking a few steps rather

than across the room. 'Furthermore, the strategy of adgustlng

the activity requirements downward is frequently preferred %o
physiecally guidixg the child through the task (depending on movement
patterns the child is or is not using). This is based on the
assumption that infants and toddlers learn best through aCulVB trial

and error exploratlon. : _ - .
o ‘ . - . 92 ‘ /




Increasing the complexity is also important for maximizing
learning. Ideally, the requirements of an activity should be
aimed at the upper levels of the child's abili%ies. If the child
is easily accomplishing a’task, it would be appropriate to make it
slightly harder. Creating more complex situations'would include
the use of generalization techniques where the adult extends the
activity to other similar situations. It is also importani to
keep in mind that these "challenges" should build upon a child's
current expression of interest and skills.

In sumary, we are concerned only with evaluatlng appropriate

ttempts at modlfigatzon.or conversion. Missed opportunlules
lowers the score as well as inappropriate attempts. ‘
1. The adult almost never adjusts act1v1»y requirements i the dlrectlon
consistent with the child's responses and/or the adul* misses

significant opportunities to approprlauely modify or convert a
given activity.

2. The adult usec lnapproprzate modiflcatlon/converSLOn strategies
most of the ‘time.

3. The adult uses iriappropriate médzizcatzon/convers;on strategies
more than half ¢f the time O

4. The adult uses -appropriate modzflcatlon/conver31on strategies half
of the time '

5. The adult uses apprOpriate modzf;cat*on/convarszon sura»eglee more
than half of the time .

é. The adult uses appropriate modiflcatlon/conver31on svrategles most
of the time \\

7. The adult uses appr0pr1ate mod1¢1catlon/conve*31on stravesles
almost all of the time .

IV. Feedback: N : ' ) l '

1. Feedback Agnrogrlatenesg This fating reflects the quantity

and quallty ef the feedback. In general, lu is assumed that yYounger
children or those with a shert atiention span or poor motlvatlon
require a more sXact ravio between feedback frequency and the child's
responses. If the proportion of feedback to the child's responses
is good, .but the quality is poor, the rating would reflect a value
in between the two. If the frequency is low, bu% the quality is
good the rating would also fall betweenr the two. In trying %o
decide which is more aprropriate, when both are not present,
consider the chlld being viewed. Scmech;ldrenprov;de their own
feedback and only need quality feedback from +he aduli; others

do not. Qual;ty feedback is alsc informative suchﬂgs scod Sluvln’"

li' § . 7 ',' ;, 93
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or "I like the way you.put Ernie in the car" rather than "good boy" .
Also consider voice inflection and animation.

Feedtack is almost never apprOpriate to the child's behavior. 3Both
the frequency and quality are poor, if they exist at all.
.Feedback is inappropriate most of the time

Feedback is inappropriate more than half of the time : o
Feedback. is appropriate half of the time

Feedback is appropriate more than half of the time

Feedback is appropriate most of the time

Feedback is appropriate almost all of the time

Child Responses:
1. Child's varticivation in the Interaction: This itgm. requires

~ a Jjudgement about the child's participation in the activities.” The

child's reactions are generza'ly indicative of the overall interaction
success. - Ideally, when interactions employ interesting actlvltles
the child should have enough motivation to actlvely part*clpa.e.
Sometimes this is not the case. Since children have a uendency to

be unpredictable, base your ratlng on what appears %o be the chzld s

curresnt level of involvement. Important questlons to consider are:

i
N

Does he/she appear to frustrate easily? Does "he/she appear d’suractlblﬂ
2an he/she malnualn a sustained interest durlng most of the activities?
Interest is“being defined as attention tc the activities and active
participation regardléss of physiﬁal capabilities.

The child almost never participates in any activity. He/she
contlnually plays independently of the-adult, CrleS' fusses, .etc.

The child partzczpates in a few of the act1v1t1es -

The child participates in less than half of the activities

The c¢hild o cipq}es in half of the activities |

The child participates in more than half of the activities

The child participates in most of the activitieé ‘

The child participates in almost all of the activites . ’

‘ o S - N !‘ ‘l
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Date of Rating

¢

Primary  Reliability Diff.
' - Rating Rating )

I. Structure

A. - 1. Adult Initiated vs Child Initiated

Activities . _ ; »

II; Responsiveness

B. - 1. Adult Utilizes Child's Expression of
Interest .

III. Instructional Skills

C. - 1. Clarity of Activity Objectives

D. = 2.  Dev. Appropriateness of the Activities

E. - 3. Appropriateness of Verbal Ianstruction

F. - 4., Appropriateness of Non-Verbal
o Instruction

G. - 5. Adjustment of Activity Complexirty

i

IV. Feudback

H. -.1. Appropriateness of Feedback

-~

V. Child Response ‘ ' ' _ .

I. - 1. Child aarticipation in the Interaction
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Development Of A Teaching Skills Inventory

This manual has been designed as part of an instructional package in-
tended to introduce professional staff, working with families, to a
comprehensive process for evaluating parent-child interactions. This
manual contains the written material to be covered in a discussion
oriented video-tape training program. Our past research has indicated
that when professicnals are working with parents and children jointly
most of the instructional time is spent discussing objectives for the
child's development and current progress. Only a small percentage of

the instruction covers the parent's teaching skills, and this is usually
to reinforce appropriate skills already in the parent's repertoire. Because
parents are the most influential persons contributing to the overall dev-
elopment of their children, we feel that it would be advantageous for
parents to incorporate a variety of useful teaching skills into their
repertoire. These skills are potentially useful not only during educ-
ational activities, but during the general caretaking activities that
parents encounter each and every day. These activities include feeding,
dressing, bathing, freeplay and many others.

In this manual you will find descriptions of nine different teaching
skills separated into one of five general areas. Ths interactional
skills cover, Structure of the Interaction, Sensitivity tc the Child,
Basic Instructional Skills, Feedbacks,and Child Responses. Parents
who have these skills can engineer a child's behavior in a manner
consistent with the educational and developmental objectives set by you.
Each skill is defined, followed by examples along with a guide to
evaluating parent performance. The actual instructional mechanisms
employed by different professionals are not being discussed. We are
attempting to use this manual as an interdisciplinary training device.
The skills being discussed are hopefully relevant to any professional
person who works with parents and children on a joint basis. The
important goal is one of instructing parents in a way that will enable
. them to implement the educational and developmental objectives being
presented by you during their daily routines in a manner that is most
consistent with their child's development.

The authors hope this manual will allow professionals to identify and
share skills with their families and other professionals that may be used
while playing with children. The creation of an instructional package
that transcends discipline boundaries is an important goal. We are hopeful
of being able to share our ideas with you and we appreciate your willing-
ness to be involved in this training. Pleasant Reading!

() o Abald

Wood A. Hull
Parent Training

Research Coordinator
1-29-81
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I. Structure:

1l. Adult Initiated vs Child Initiated Activities: The extremes

in this dimension, highly structured activities versus mostly
unstructured activities, in part relate to adult stylistic differences
and differences in each child's developmental ability to make
choices in activity selection. There is no ideal proportion for
adult initiated versus child initiated activities. #e wish only

to describe the extent to which either member of the dyad tends

to initiate activities within the interaction. (We are defining
activity as any material or procedure that is designed to stimulate
learning; fhis includes toys, art material, or interactional
games, such as "peek-a-boo"). Each activity should be recorded
with as brief a description as possible, along with an indication
of who introduced it (see p. 17). The symbols to be used are P for
parent and C for child. The rating of this item is to be based
solely on the proporticn mo§t closely associated with the frequency
of adult initiated versus child initiated activity.

l. Almost all activities were initiated by the adult

2. Most of the activities were initiated by the adult

3. Less than half of the activities were initiated by the child

4, An equal number of activities were initiated by the adult and child
5. More than half of the activities were initiated by the child

6. Most of the activities were initiated by the child

T. Almost all of the activities were initiated by the child

S5
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Page 2

Tracking:

2. Sensitivity to Child: This item requires a judgement about tae

adult's sensitivity to the child's interests and moods during each
activiny.. Implicit within this rating is a Judgement as to whether
the adult is appropriately sensitive. A decision to switch from one
activity to another in a teaching situation with an infant, toddier,
or pre-scﬁooler should be based upon the child's expression of
interest in the activity at hand. If a child is involved in an
activity in a reasonably complex manner it is not appropriate to
introduce a different activity or to abruptly change the direction
of the current activity. This error is most likely to occur when
the adult is bored with the child's play, or has a preconceived
notion of how the child should play. When the child's play has
become excessively repetitive or he demonstrates ' a loss of interest,
then it would be appropriate to change the activity. Inabpro?riate
sensifivity would be typified by persisting with an uninteresting or
aversive activity and perhaps even using restraint and physical
guidance as a means for eliciting activity related behavior. In=-
appropriate sensitivity would also include allowi.g the child to
entirely dominate the interaction in a negative manner by making no
new demands gpon him because he refuses new materials,

Ratings should be based on the overall estimate of an adult's
sensitivity to the child during.the interaction. Important questions
to consider are: Is the parent aware of the child's response to the
activity? If the zhild appears bored, does the adult move to a new

activity, allow the child to select a new activity, or persist with

10p



II.

Tracking:

Page 3

(Cont.)

the present activity. All of these guestions relate to an aduit's

ability to recognize when a child is finished with an activity and

when the child is attempting to manipulate the adult in & negative

manner.
1. The

end
2., The
3. The
L. The
5. The
6. The
T. The

adult
moods
adult
adult
adult
adult
adult

adult

is

is’

is

is

is

is

is

almost never sensitive to the child's interests

inappropriately sensitive most of the time
appropriately sensitive less than half of the time
appropriately sensitive half of the time
appropriately sensitive more than half of the time
appropriately sensitive most of the time

appropriately sensitive almost all of the time
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III. Instructional Skills:

l. Clerity of the Activity ObJjective to the Rater: This item

requires a Judgement about the clarity of the objective for each

activity. Particular problems may arise when rating visual {ixation,

visual tracking, and localization activities. It is very important
for the ohjective of the activity to e cle; to you. If you

cannot identify the objective, or even if you have difficulty

deciding, then consider the fact that the objective must be clear

to the child. Be aware that the parent may ask for one thing

and then give gestural cues or arrange materials in such a way

as to be asking for something different.

l. The obJective was not apparent for almost any activity. The
activities could be ambiguous or occur too quickly to establish
an objective,

2. The objective was not appﬁrent for most of the activities

3. The objective was apparent for less than half of the activities

L, The objective was apparent for half of the activities

5. The objective was apparent for mofe than half of the acﬁivities

6. The objective was apparent for most of the activities

T. The objective was apparent for almost all of the activities




Page 5

2. Developmental Approoriateness of the Activities: This item

requires a judgement based on the match made between the require-

ments of the activities selected by parent or child and the child's

.developmental level and physical capabilities. In order to make

as accurate a Jjudgement as possible, it would be essential for the
rater to have some knowledge of the child's capabilities at tne

time of the taping. If such information is not available, use your
best judgement and seek consultation where necessary.

1. Almost all activities were developmentally inappropriate

2. Most of the activities were developmentally inappfopriate

3. Less than half of the activities were developmentally appropriate
L, Half of the activities were developmentally appropriate

5. More than half of the activities were developmentally appropriate
6. Most of the activities were developmentally appropriate

T. Almost all of the activities were developmentally appropriate
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3. Appropriateness of Verbal Instruction: This item requires zan

evaluation of the adult's verbal instruction using the following
principles: Informative Content, Clarity, and Appropriateness in
relation to the activity. This item makes a distinction between
verbal instructions that contain specific information that nizh-
lights the objective of the activity, such as "let's give the baby
a drink", and noninformative directions such as "do it, do it, do it."
Equaily important in the evaluation of an adult's verbal
instruction is the appropriateness of that instruction. Verbal
instruction should be consistent with the activity, the child's
behavio;, developmental level, and sensory impairment level. The
use of verbal'instruction i3 not always necessary, and may actually
distract the child from the activity. For example, when attempting
to elicit a sound localization response, idle chatter or continuous
verbal instruction may be distracting, A child needs to have an
opportunity to distinguish where the sounds are coming from in
the environment and to try to tie them with the activity. Userful
verbal instruction can be vitally important to the child, however
recognition of the need to mgintain silence is equally important.
You will be required to base your rating on the interaction of
these three principles. First, is the instruction clear? Secénd,
is it given in an informative/questioning style? Third, does it
appear to be appropriate for the activity? Base your rating on the
derived answers.
l. Almost all verbal instruction was inappropriate. Content was
unclear, noninformative, or not appropriate for the activity.

2. Most of the verbal instruction was inappropriate

1ng
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3. Less than half of the verbal instruction was appropriate
L. Half of the verbal instruction was appropriate
5. More than‘half of the verbal instruction was apﬁropriate
6. Most of the verbal instruction was appropriate

T. Almost all of the verbal instruction was appropriate
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4, Appropriateness of Non-Verbal Instruction: This item requires

an evaluation of the adult's ability to use the following techniques

appropriately: physical guidance and prompts, modeling, pointing

and gesturing. The use of these techniques should be consistent

with the child's needs during the activities. The use of physical

guidance and prompts should be considered with reference to the

occurance of opportunities for their use. The rater must also
consider whether these techniques were used in ways that assisted

the child's participation in the activity, or whether what was done

intruded upon the child and interfered with her/his active participation.

Likewise, the appropriate use of modeling and pointing as a teaching

strategy should be consistent with the child's use of imitation. If

the child is responding with soxe very simple gestures then this
would make pointing a functional cue. For modeling to be effective,
the child must also be attending weil.to the activity. Again this
rating is to be hased on the adult's combined use of these technigues
and a Judgement of the techniques considered most appropriate for
the'activity and the child's developmental level.

1, Almdst all non=-verbal instruction was inappropriate. The use of
non-verbal cues, physical guidance, prompts, and modeling was
unclear, inconsistent with the activity, distracting, or intrusive

2. Most of the non-verbal instruction was inappropriate

3. Less than half of the non-verbal instruction was appropriate

L, Half of the non-verbsl instruction was appropriate

5. More than half of the non-verbal instruction was appropriate

6., Most of the non-verbal instruction was appfopriate

7. Almost all of the non-verbal instruection was appropriate



5. Adjustment of the Complexity of an Activity: This item reguires

an evaluation of the adult's use of appropriate modification and
¢onversion strategies during the interaction. Modification is being
defined as a simplification of activity requirements to a level
consistent with the child's abilities. Modification would include
the removal of one or more parts of the activity which appears to
be creating problems for the child.

Withip the definition of modification we are making the
assumption that the most appropriate strategy for teaching a young
chil? is one of arranging situations so as to maximize active trial
and error exploration ratiler than providing guided performance on
the part of the individual child. This principle is felt to apply
particularly to activities where any one of several approaches might
be successful so one has the freedom tp let the child discover.his
own way of aécomplishing the objective. An example might be the
use of a string attached to a toy as a tool to get that toy. The
objective is to get the toy, and the child could use a strategy of
Pulling the string hand over hand or, perhaps pulling once and
extending one's arm back. Either strategy will work, and the child
may discover his own best approach. It may be that the child cannot
grasp string as such, but he/she can grasp strings with circular
attachments. If ;he physical characteristics of the materials
being used for an activity can be modified in this way, this enables
the child to best eiploit their properties. This can also be
considered an appropriate godification strategy.

Another example can be seen in a motor imitation activity.

The rater should note whether the adult used the strategy of changing

the modeled behavior to one she has seen her child perform when efforts
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to elicit imitation of a novel behavior are unsuccessiul. Another
example, for a motorically involved child to successiully place
cubes in a cup it may be necessary to tip the cup forward rather
than letting it lie flat on the tablea, Modification strategies, sucih
as shaping, should always be used in place of actual physical zuidance
for the child, as long as it appears that tuc child would be able
to make the response on his/her own. The strategy of allowing
exploration is especially important with infants and toddlers who
generally resist attempts to physically guide them through activities.
Thus, the strategy is one of adjusting activity requirements downward
rather than physically guiding the child through a new behavior,
Conversion ig being defined as an increase in the complexity
of activity requirements to the upper levels of the child's abilities.
Creating more complex situations would include the use of general-
ization techniques where the .dult extends the activity to other
similar situations. Within the definition of conversicn we are
evaluating %he adult's abilities to challenge the child to perform
more complex responses after completion of simple ones. The adult
must not be afraid to extend the child's abilities as far as possible.
However, the adult must make the correct match between the child's
develoomental level and the "challenge" presented. Within this
context, a "challengg" is a situation which builds upon a child's
current expression of interest and skills. For example, & crild
is demonstrating the functional use of a comb on himself, the
adult might present a doll to provide a functional use activity in

what becomes a more complex situation.

e
<
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An important point to remember when evaluating these tech-
niques is to pay close attention to what the child is doing,
particularly in terms of interest in the activity. Ratings shouid
be based not only oﬁ successful modification and conversion strategies
used by the adult, but any appropriate attempt at modifying or
converting a given activity regardless of the success of that
strategy given the unpredictability of children. We are concerned
only with evaluating appropriate attempts at modification or
conversion. Success should not be considered equivalent to
appropriateness, Missed oppprtunities or inappropriate
attempts at using these techniques are our prime concern for
training adults: We should build on their successes as a
means of providing appropriate training.

l. The adulf almost never adjust activity requirements in
the direction consistent with the child's responses and/or
the adult misses significant opportunities to appropriately
modify or convert a given activity.

2. The adult uses inappropriate modification/conversion strategies
most of the time

3. The adult uses appropriate modification/conversion strategies
less than half of the time

L, The adult uses appropriate modification/conversion strategies
half of the time

5. The adult uses appropriate modification/conversion strategies
more than half of the time

6. The adult uses appropriate modificaﬁion/coqversion strategies
most of the time

T. The adult uses appropriate modification/conversion strategies

almost all of the time
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IV. Feedback:

1. Count of Positive Input to Child: This item requires a count

of all forms of positive input given to the child in relation to
each activity. Positive input would include praise, dech;'iptive
feedback about an acti?ity, and positive physical contact between
adult and child. Any attempt at positive input would be included
in this category. Try to make your descriptions of this input as

clear as possible (see p. 1T7).

2. Count of Verbal Corrective Input to the Child: " This item requires

a count of any verbal input to the child that is meant ﬁo redirect
the child's behavior, Corrective input can be positive;y or
negatively toned. For example, if a child is pointing to or naming
a picture of a ball incorreétlyv the adult might respond, "N¥o, this
is not a spoon, it is a ball" in & warm positive manner or in a
hersh manner. The adult may also respond by saying a simple "¥No."
Record all instances of verﬁal corrective input regardless of the

positive or negative tones.

3. Input to Child's Performance: Check One

Mostly Verbal

Mostly Non-Verbal

Equal Combination of Verbul/Non-Verbal

Q . i1¢
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4, Feedback Appropriateness: This rating reflects the proportion

of instances of feedback to child responses and the quality of the

feedback. In general, it is assumed that younger children require

a more exact ratio between feedback frequency and the child's responses.

If the proportion of feedback to the child's responses is good, but

the quality is poor, éhe rating would reflect a value in between

the two. If the frequency is low, but the quality is good the
rating would alsd fall between the two. In trying to decide which
is more appropriate, when'both are not present, consider the child
being viewed.‘ Some children provide thefr own feedback and only
need quality feedback from the adult; Others do not.

1., Feedback is almost never appropriate to the child's behavior.
Both the frequency and quality of feedback are poor, if they
exist at all. .

2. FPFeedback is inappropriate most of the time

3. Feedback is appropriate less than half of the time

L, Feedback is appropriate half of the time

5. PFeedback is appropriate more than half of the time

6. Feedback is appropriate most of the time

T. Feedback is appropriate almost all of the time
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V. Child Responses:

1. Frequency of Activities Occurring Within the Interaction: This

item requires a count of the frequency of activities that occur during
the interaction. An activity is being defined as any materials or
procedures that are designed to stimulate learning; this includes
toys, art materials, and interactional games such as '"peek-a-boo."
Along with the brief description of the activity you should inciude
the following: Who initiated it and in&icapions of‘how the com-
plexity of the activity increased or decreased with reference to

the entry level.at which the activity began. Refer to example

score sheet p., 17. Eacﬁ time the parent or child initiates a new
activity it should be recorded. If the parent or child returns

t0 a previous activity it should be recorded as a new activity.

2. Fregquency of Criterion Responses or Approximations to Criterion

Responses: This item involves a count of the frequency of child
responses that are at criterién performance or are approximations to
the criterion for a given activity. The correctness of a response is
determined by the activity objective. If the adult asks the child to
place each peg in a peg board thon each peg the child places in the
boaré would be counted as one criterion response, as would any approx-
imation to placing the peg in the board. Some adults will begin a

peg board activity by asking the child to place "this one in, and this

one,' While you are recording these

etc, or "let's put in two pegs.'
responses, be sure to indicate when the adult has simplified the
activity. Refer to example score sheet p. l7. When there is a

discrepancy between the adult's request and the apparent objective

of the activity, use ycur vest judgement in scoring criterion responses.

Q . 112
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Do not record ascriterion responses child behaviors that are
not in response to adult input. There will also be activities
where no criterion response exist, so use your best judgement in

scoring child responses during these activities,

113
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3. Child's Participation in the Interaction: This item requires

a judgement about the child's participation in the activities. The

child's reactions are generally indicative of the overall interaction

success, Ideally, when interactions employ interesting activities

the child should have enough motivation to actively participate.

Sometimes this is not the case. Since children have a tendency

t0 be unpredictable, base your rating on what appears to be the

child's current level of involvement. Important gquestions to

consider are; does he/she appear to frustrate easily? Does he/she

appear distractible? Can he/she maintain a sustained interest during

most of the activities? Interest is being defined as attention to

the activities and active participation regardless of physical

capabilities. 4

1. The child almost never participates in any activity. He/she
continually plays independently of the adult,.cries, fusses, etc.

2. The child perticipates in a few of the activities

3. The child participates in less than half of the activities

b. The child participates in half of the activitie

S. The child participates in more than half of the activities

6. The child participates in most of the activities

7. The child participates in almost all of the activities
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Child Initiation

'g

Example Score Sheet Parent Initiation

Activity Criterion Response Positive Input Corrective Input

l.- Pegboard P

Pegs in C

Pegs out P 1 (out) 11l Don't Chew
2,~Car P

Meke it go P 1 (ok) 1

What does a Car
Do P

3.~ Blocks & Container

C

Stacking C (on) 111

Dumping C (good) 11111 Stop throwing
Make train P 1 (choo=-choo)l

11
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